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ALR WAR COLLEGE RESEARCH REFORT ARSTRACT

TITLE: Air Intelligence and the Search For The Center of

Gravity
AUTHOR: Charles N. Culbertson, Lieutenant Colorel, USAF

Carl Von Clausewitz, the great miiitary strategist,
suggests that the most important strategic task is definmition
of an enemy’s center of graviity for attack. United States
Air Force war planners have generally established reasonable
broad center of gravity obiectives for air attack. However,
historically, USAF Air Intelligence has not been successful
in tracing these broad objectives to a precise center of
gravity for decisive air attack. This faiiure was caused by
the lack of a coherent air intelligence doctrine which in
turn led to the institutionalization of a flawed
organizational architecture and poor personnel and training
policies. This paper provides an exhaustive review of these
difficulties and offers a point of departure for
establishment of a coherent doctrine to rectify this

historical problem.
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CHAPTER I -- INTRODUCTION

The great military strategist, Carl Von Clausewitz in
his landmarlk study On_War says the first task "in planning
for war is to identify the enemy’s centers of gravity and if
pwssible trace them back to a single one."(1:619) America’s
fiir Forces have been notably unsuccessful i1n accomplishing
this first tashk of warfare. As a conseguence in World War 11
(WWII), Korea and Vietnam air power failed to live up to its
tremendous technological promise.

The Air Force has developed most of the necessary
ingredients for success; a coherent air power doctrine, a
concomitant bread air stirategy in each war it has fought, and
the mightest air armadas ever assembled; capable of striking
with terrible power on pinpoint locations. But the lack of a
"tracing mechanism” —-- a robust air intelligence system —— to
find the enemy®s center of gravity has prevented the Air
Force from honing it*s air strategy to a fine point. As a
result it has not decisively aimed it°s tremendous striking
power at lucrative targets in the enemy’s center of gravity.

Today the United States Air Force (USAF) is easily
the strongest in the world. However without an equally
capable air intelligence system it isn’t likely to fare any
better than its predecessors in attacking potential enemy
centers of gravity. This paper will examine the three root
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causes of the air intelligence failure.
1. LACK OF A COHERENT ORGAMIZATIONAL ARCHITECTURE
2. FLAWED FERSONNEL. AND TRAINING POLICIES
3. LACK OF A COHEREMT DOCTRINE

This examination will be conducted within the
historical context of WWII, the Fostwar period, Korea and
Viet Nam. Particular attention will be paid to WWII since
(sadly) the conditions created in that war still exist to a
large extent. The paper will conclude with a doctrinal
prescription for fixing long standing air intelligence

problems in light of the challenges it faces today.
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CHAPTER II —— THE AIR INTELLIGENCE EXFERIENCE IN WORLD WAR II

In 1943/44 the United States Army Air Force’s (AAF)
in Europe were akin to a sleek young heavyweight fighter --
tightly muscled, confident, and growing in strength with
avery round. The AAF's opponent, the German Air Force and
it's supporting war sconomy, on the other hand, grew weary
with each ensuing American blow, but it still had the
potential to land devastating, possibly fatal counter
punches. The mighty young American continued to pound the
German foe for round after round with precision blows, first
concentrating on it’s ballbearing industry, then it's
transportation network, remarkably never attempting to land a
blow on its vulnerable glass jaw -— oil. The American®s
couldn®t find this key vulnerability in the Germany®s
military-industrial system because it had no air intelligence
apparatus in place to perform the task. 8o it continued to
probe for a fatal chink in the German armor while dodging
several near fatal blows itself.

The failure stemmed from the fact that the AAF, and
it’s pre-World War II (WWII) predecessors - the Air Service
and the Air Corps - had not developed an air intelligencé
apparatus capable of "tracing" an enemy’s key vulnerabilities
or center of gravity. Thus when the AAF faced its supreme

challenge over the skies of Europe it found itself incapable
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of delivering the long prumised air power khnock out blow.
The Americans could not prosecute their strategy of "fatally

weakening" Germany through strategic bombardment because they

simply didn"t know what Berlin’s fatal center of gravity was.
In 1943 air intelligence was in its infancy. It
lacked a cohetrent organizational architectuwe, quality
personnel with the training necessary to develop center of
gravity targets, and an intelligence doctrine specifically
designed to support air power. As a consequence it wasn®t
until midway in 1944 just prior to the costly and risky
Overlord invasion that the USSTAF began to strike center of

gravity targets in Germany.

THE CENTER OF GRAVITY: DOCTRINE AND STRATEGY

In chapter nine of 0On _War Von Clausewitz repeatedly
stresses the need to trace "eneay strength back to the fewest
possible souwrces, and ideally to one alone."(1:617) He calls
this his "first principle", his "first task", and his
"precept of all precepts.”(1:644) Von Clausewitz leaves a
lasting impression that the determination of an enemy®s
center of gravity is the most important initial task of the
strategist.

Giulio Douhet, the prominent interwar air strategist, v
put this concept into air power terms when he said "....the
selection of objectives .... 1s the most difficuilt and
delicate task in aerial wartfare, constituting what may be
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defined as aerial strategy."(2:30) He went so far as to say
that it is ".... in choosing enemy targets, that future
commanders of independent air forces will show their
ability." (2:40)

During the 1930°s the futuwre air commanders in the Air
Corps® primary doctrinal think tank, The Air Corps Tactical
School, at Maxwell Field, took this injunction to heart.
They developed a broad targeting concept of attacking
"hottlenecks" in the enemy’s industrial base. (3:634) This
bottleneck concept meshed nicely with the technorapture the
airmen were feeling for the heavy bomber.

Center of gravity bottlenecks continued to be the focus
of the pre and intrawar plans of the Air Corps and her
overseas allies. These plans had thé consistent strategic
goal of destroying the German capability to make war through
strategic bombardment of it’s industrial base. AWFD-1 the
first Air Corps war plan called for ".... & sustained and
unremiting air offensive .... to destroy the will and
capability of Germany to continue the war."(4:91) AWFD-4Z
the second air war plan had the objective of "....
undermining and destroying the cépability and will of Germany
to wage war by destroying the war-supporting industries
veo."(4:102) Finally the 1947 Casablanca Directive outlined
an allied Combined EBomber Of nsive (CBO) strategy that was
intended: "To bring about the progressive destruction and
dislocation of the German military, industrial, and economic
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system, —— to a point where their capacity for armed
resistance is fatally weakened."(4:153) Each plan followed
Clausewitz"s dictum even further by narrowing down the broad
center of industrial/economic gravity to a prioritized list
of specific centers of gravity.

It is eractly at this point — in the selection of
center of gravity bottlenecks -—- that a robust air
intelligence and targeting apparatus was required to provide
a firm evidential base for determination of priorities. [t
is revealing that it is at this point that AAF and allied
strategy began to falter. The first priority in all of the
plans —— the aircraft industry ——- and the second priority in
AWFD-1 and the CBO plan —— submarine building yards and bases
-— are hardly decisive centers of grévity. They reflect a
defensive strategy. Even the less expedient targets on the
lists that can be construed as bottlenecks, bounced arouwnd in
order of priority on each plan, reflecting an uncertainty
about what was important. The electric power system and ball
bearings for example came and went without any solid
intelligence to either drive them up or down in priority.

The tracing and targeting process that Clausewitz and Douhet
describe as necessary for selection of a center of gravity

gimply didn®t appear to occur in any meaningful way.

THE FAILURE OF AIR INTELLIGENCE TO FIND THE CENTER OF GRAVITY

Albert Speer, Hitler’s Minister of Armaments and
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Froduction, tells us that Germany did have decisive centers
of gravity (oil being particularly susceptible) that were
vulnerable to strategic air attack —— if they could have been
identified through solid air intelligence. In fact Adolf -
Hitler told Speer: "In my view the fuel plants represent a
particularly sensitive point for conduct of the war, since
vital materials for the war are being manufactured in a small
number of plants."(7:348) But as Speer said: " ... the
enemy has always demonstrated a lack of consistency, he
switched from target to target ...."(7:347) 1In a
conversation with Speer after the war General Ira Eaker, the
former commander of the 8th Air Force (B8 AF was the AAF s
primary strategic striking arm in Britain) points out a major
cause for this inconsistency, "If I.had had a more acccurate
(intelligence) estimate of your problem, it would have
improved ow chances of accomplishing our mission."(8:161)
The United States Strategic Bombing Survey (USSRS), a
comprehensive postwar study of the effectiveness of strategic
bombardment, also tells us there were decisive centers of
gravity (oil again was stressed (5:73)). If intelligence had -
been developed. But as the authors of the USSBS point out,
"The importance of careful selection of targets is emphasired
by the German Experience." They go on to say; "In the field
of strategic (air) intelligence there was an important need
for further and more accurate information, especially before

and during the early phases of the war. The information on
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the German economy ... was inadequate. And there was no
established machinery for coordination between military and

other governmental and private organizations."(&4:112%113).
FLAWED INTELLIGENCE ARCHITECTURE IN WASHINGTON

The USBES makes it clear that the lack of a robust air
intelligence machinery plagued the AAF for the entire war.
However, air intelligence was not an entirely new discipline
prior to the war. As early as World War I (WWI) there was a
functioning office of air intelligence with the General
Headquarters (Hg), Allied Expeditionary Forces known as 6-2,
A-7.(9:1) In fact one of A~-7°s key responsibilities was
targeting. For example it performed "a thorough study ... of
railway systems ... with a view of c&tting off or delaying
supplies for enemy troops. (P:4)" In addition to this
interdiction study, strategic targete, such as "steel and
munitions plants" were looked at. (9:5-8)

Unfortunately this hard won targeting experience was
lost in the interwar period. It appears that while the
various air force organizations (the Air Service, Air Corps,
and AAF) instinctively understood Douhet®s dictum that
targeting is the ultimate aim of air force strategy, they
forgot that coherent target development is born out of an air U/
intelligence organization that has made targeting its highest
priority. Instead intelligence collection and analysis
became ends in themselves rather than a means to the ultimate
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end of target development.

Even the collection and analysis disciplines were
allowed to wane between the wars. In fact the newly {formed
post—~WWI Air Service didn"t have an organication that had a
pure intelligence mission. Instead it had an Information
Group which basically served as a clearing house for
aeronautical information. (10:1) It was not until 1925, when
the Air Service was renamed the Air Corps, that an
Intelligence Section was created within the Information
Division. (11:1) However it was seriously understaffed. Even
by 1930 the entire Information Division consisted of only
tour officers and 24 civilians.(12:41,46) As late as 1938
the Intelligence Section only had one officer. In a 1938
report to General "Hap" Arnold, Chie; of the Air Corps, Mr
John J. Idle, an acronautical eupert reported that "Because
of a shortage of personnel the Air Corps was missing existing
opportunities for collecting air intelligence
information." (13:13)

In 1939 the Air Corps began to realize that it had an
air intelligence problem. An April lecture to the Air Corps
Tactical School higlighted the difficulties, "An analysis of
the national structure of a potential enemy nation" is
required, (14:1-5) The lecture indicated that the Air Corps
must consider "... measures which exist and those that must
be instituted in time of peace (of which there were only four
months left in Europe) to secure the information which will
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enable the war department to determine the proper 1nfluence
of air strategy and the specific data necessary to develop

pbjective {folders which are necessary to secure the maximum

resulls from targets."(14:1-3) While this lecture clearly
placed a heavy emphasis cn the collection of data it also
raised for the +irst time in the modern Air Corps the
importance of target analysis and the creation of target
obiective folders.

Four months later (then) Lieutenant Colonel Carl "Tooey"
Spaatz, Chief of the Air Corps Flans Section, picked up on
the theme of the Tactical School lecture. He wrote to
General "Hap" Arnold, Chief of the Air Corps, that sufficient
intelligence data was "not being maintained ready for issue
in the Office of the Chief of the Aié Corps or
elsewhere. " (15: 1)

General Arnold took Spaatz®s warning to heart and (one
week before Hitler unleashed the blitz on Foland) he convened
an Air Corps board to determine the "nature, scope and form
of intelligence required for air ogperations."(1l6:1) This
board conducted the most comprehensive study of air
intelligence requirements to the date. It found that the Air
Corps needed intelligence in three broad categories; " (1)
strategic planning and revision to basic war plans (2)
technical planning for aircratt production and (3) tactics
planning and plans execution." (146:32) The board advocated

that the Air Corps establish an air intelligence organization
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responsible for supperting the 0ffice of the Chief of the Air
Corps. Basically the board had come to the jolting
conclusion that the new aerial weapon required a new type of
intelligence organization. (146:1-5)

The report resulted in the establishment of an
Intelligence Directorate in Hy Air Corps. It also set off a
prolonged and bitter dispute between the Army War Department
General Staff, Military Intelligence Division and the Air
Corps concerning delineation of intelligence responsibility.
The dispute lasted throughout the prewar, intrawar, and even
into the postwar period. It effectively hobbled air
intelligence in its growth and had a profoundly negative
impact on the AAF search for the center of gravity.

This running battle was punctuaéed by repeated instanue%
of intraservice warfare. However, an acriminous eixchange ot
letters that took place near the end of the war perhaps best
illustrates the divisive nature of the dispute. Ironically,
the fight occurred between two of the war’s prominent air
intelligence leaders; Major General Clayton Rissell, the Army
Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence (in Army staff
parlance the G6-2) and Brigadier General George C. (Mac)
McDonald, US Strategic Air Forces (USSTAF), Director of
Intelligence ( known as the A-2 in the AAF). (Note: Tn early
1944 the USSTAF was created to control the AAFs® in Europe,
including the primary stategic air forces; 8 AF in Britian
and 15 AF in Italy.) MacDonald was an air intelligence
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pioneer , having flown in World War I, served in aerial photo
units during the interwar period and acted as Assistant
Military Attache for Air at the American Embassy in London
Just prior to WWII.(17:8) Its natural that this air
intelligence leader should chafe under the jurisdictional
leadership of Army Intelligence. Rissell was also an air
intelligence leader having served as the Hg AAF, A-Z2.
However in 1944 he assumed the position of Army 6G-2.

Despite their similar backgrounds the two men did not
see eve to eye on the 6-2, A-2 relationship. In a June 1944
letter to MacDonald, Bissell told him in no uncertain terms
tou stop "raising the question of complete separation of A-2
and 6--2 functions in Headquarters Washington such as have
been contained in several of your leéters to me and i1n yow
recent letters to General White (the recently appointed Hg
AAF, A-2),."(1B:32-3) Bissell suggested to MacDonald that if
he couldn’™t do this that then he "address a letter to the
adiudant general, through channels, recommending
changes. " (18:2) But he caveated this suggestion with the
warning that "General Marshall (the Army Chief of Staff) does
not wish to raise the issue."(18:2) Finally BRissell appealed
to Macbhonald®s loyalty and patriotism saying; "NMo officer in
the Army is more keenly interested in the development of the
Arr Forces than [ am. I stuck with General (Billy) Mitchell
through the four hard years, including the (court marshall)
trial. (However) anything that tends to brealk down the
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effective relationship (between the Army and the AANF) is not
in the best interest of the war."(18:2-3 Bissell concluded
by saying; "I need your help and cooperation and I feel
certain that after this clear presentation of the situation
that I can depend on your cooperation. I would appreciate an
asswance that such is the case or a clean cut statement to
the contrary."(18:3)

beneral MacDonald’s 10 July 1944 response to Bissell®s
recarkable letter was neither reassuring nor clean cut. He
spent almost three full pages reassuring General Bissell of
"every cooperation.”(19:1-3) But then in a complete reversal
of the tenor and tone of the main body of the letter he added
an inflamatory post script which shot to the heart of the
Juridictional issue. He wrote, "The.above letter (Bissel’s)
was shown to General (Carl) Spaatz (now the commander of the
USSTAF) who commented that there are fundamental differences
between air, ground and naval intelligence and they should be
handled by their own experts, &ith integration at the highest
level. In fact, air intelligence is a greater specialty than
naval intelligence and there is no more reason why it should
be integrated in the Army than naval intelligence should be
similarly integrated.”(19:3) In other words MacDonald was
not backing off.

A point not lost on Bissell who responded on 10
September by again suggesting that MacDonald bring the matter
up "through proper channels.” (20:2)
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This type of sniping took place from the flag officer
level on down throughout the war. It was a constant drain on
the limited resources of air intelligence since considerable
energy had to be devoted to the bureaucratic interservice
war. But it was more than just & petty "turf" battle. The
Army 6-2 restrictions on the A-2 did have a substantial
negative impact on the ability of air intelligence to conduct
its bhusiness. For example G-2 did not allow A-2 to
comnunicate directly with air attaches until December 1941 or
oversaeas Air Force Headquarters until October 1942, (21:21-220)
This hobbling of air intelligence affected all of its
operations throughout the war.

As if the A-2, 6-2 juridictional problems weren®t
negative enough there were also interﬁecine struggles
occurring within the the air intelligence arm. When the AAF
was created in June 1941 air intelligence responsibilities
became blurred. The AAF created an A-2 which came into
direct competition with the old Intelligence Division of the
still e istant Air Corps. The crux of the dispute was over
who controlled the staff versus operational aspects of awr
intelligence. It wasn’t until March 1942 (three months after
the Pearl Harbor attack) that the issue was resolved, with
the A-2 getting full responsibility for all of air
intelligence. (22:25) However 1n the intervening 10 months it
was unclear who was in charge, effectively crippling air

intelligence during this critical period.
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The fragmentation of intelligence had a particularly
negative impact on the most critical of intelligence
functions from a strategic viewpoint; targeting. The
requirement for an organization within the air intelligence
community charged with targeting was recognized prior to the
war. Colonel Almond’s lecture and Lieutenant Colonel
Spaatz’s memo to General Arnold have already been mentioned.
But the chief advocate for a targeting organization appears
to have been (then) Captain Haywood Hansell.

Hansell, who was later to rise to flag rank and
significant command responsibility in both Euwrope and the
Facific, was a key member of the Air Corps Intelligence
Division and one of the prime movers in development of AWFD
plans mentioned earlier. In a 1940 mémo to Colonel R. C.
Candee, Chief of the Air Corps Intelligence Division, he drew
on the British wartime experience of Air Commodore John
Slessor, a key Royal Air Force (RAF) leader, in pushing for a
distinct targeting organization. Slessor informed him "We
have found ... intelligence for air planning is different
from intelligence ... for surface forces."(23:1) He also
told Hansell that the British had formed a Ministry of
Economic Warfare and an air targeting umit to guide its
studies. Slessor stressed the importance of target
intelligence to support precision bombardment. (23:1)

Unfortuately a targeting organization was not formed
within the air intelligence community or, for that matter, ain
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the broader intelligence community prior to the war. Given
these problems it is not swprising that air intelligence
failed in its first major test at identifying the center of
gravity —-— providing accurate intelligence to second AAF war
plan, AWFD-42. The Joint Intelligence Comnittee of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff rejected the plan’s térget selection because
the intelligence foundation proved weak. (4:14%5) This
prompted General Arnold to create an air intelligence
targeting organication; the Committee of Operations Analys:s
(COA) ,w charged with industrial/economic target development.
Unfortunately he placed COA under the direction of the Office
of Management Services rather than A-2. Thus further
fragmenting the intelligence and targeting responsibilities
at Air Force headquarters. (4:148) To-add to the confusion
the Army G-2 also formed a targeting organization.

In March 1943 dissatisfaction with the existing AAF
structure led to a major reorganication of the headquarters.
The A-2 office waé renamed the Assistant Chief of Air Staff,
Intelligence (AC/AS,1). The new office had five prinicpal
divisionss Operational Intelligence, Counter Intelligence,
Intelligence Information, Historical and Combat Liaison and
Training. The Operational Intelligence Division had a Target
Information Branch. (24:42)

Eventually targeting as a discipline and a distinct
organizational entity became more prominent at Hg AAF. Hy

October 1944 there was a full time Deputy for Targets (a
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General officer position) working directly for the AC/AS,I.
The Targeting Deputy had an extensive AAF staff and also
served as the Director of the Joint Target Group (JTG), an
saterservice, intergovernment organization of some size
responsible for all aerial targeting. (25:1) Thus in the
waning months of the war air intelligence had apparently
risen to prominence in terms of targeting responsibility.
However this was to have little impact in Ewope where the
AAF faced its sternest task and was most in need of center of
gravity information on Nazi Germany. Targets in the Euwropean
Theater, such as they were, were developed by a RAF/AAF
architecture quite independent of any substantive help or

influence by Washington.

FLAWED INTELLIGENCE ARCHITECTURE IN EUROPE

The air intelligence growing pains suffered in
Washington were mirror imaged in London and East Anglia.
Fortunately the US airmen in Ewrope could rely on the British
for intelligence support. (26:1-2) However this was not
entirely a blessing since it saddled the US air intelligence
with a unigue set of problems which plagued it throughout the
war. British intelligence was having its own growing pains,
after proving "woefully inadequate" in 1939 at the beginning
of the war. (1B:136) As late as March 1939 the Chief of the
RAF RBomber Command stated an "wgent need for an efficient
intelligence organization.” (28:149) He indicated that the
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command "possessed no detailed information relating to
potential targets."(28:14%9) The three years of experience it
did have were 1n support of the area bombing campaign of the
Royal Air Force (RAF) where "ball park" intelligence was good
enough. It had no experience in providing highly crafted
intelligence to support precise daylight strikes against
centers of gravity. Subsequently it had not developed the
organizational architecture nor the intelligence souwces or
methods to find the center of gravity. Since the AAF had not
developed an air intelligence capability of it®s own it was
forced to adopt the flawed RAF intelligence architecture and
approach. Essentially it was totaly reliant upon the British
until late in the war when it took tentative steps to build a
more suitable organizational approach:

This organizational development process began in April
1942 {(four plus months after war was declared) when the first
group of US air intelligence personnel arrived in Britian for
training. (29:1) A month later on 26 May the first air
intelligence organization ever charged with support of
daylight precision bombardment, 8 AF, A-2, was established.
(29:1-2)

In 1944 Colonel Earl Thompson, acting AC/AS,1 for the
AAF,
discussed the problems associated with this effort; no
satisfactory
model existed, there was little or no information, na
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targets, nc maps, and no anti-aircraft data. (30:1-2) Lt.
Col. John McCall on a fact finding trip for General Arnold in
1943 described similar problems to which he added the fact
that targeting was not performed in 8 AF, A-2 but in A-S
(again splitting air force targeting and intelligence) and
that there was significant "overlap ... (in) the sphere of
torget intelligence."(31:1-150)

This overlap resulted from a rapid proliferation of US
and British targeting organizations in Britian. At its peak
there where five such organizations, each with different
institutional outlooks and vested interests. (32:1--160Q)

This fragmentation of intelligence didn®t Jjust occur at
the pinacle (targeting) of the intelligence production cycle
but also at the input (collection) ené and in the middle
(operational analysis) portion of the cycle. Instead of a
coherent organizational architecture that led to a
hierarchical processing of data each individual organization
appeared to attack its wunique portion of the intelligence
production cyecle with more regard for it’s own organizational
interests and perspective than the overall production of an
all—-source derived and customer focused intelligence and
targeting product.

This independent "functionmalist" approach to
intelligence production was most pronounced at the collection
end of the cycle. With communications intelligence (COMINT)
being the most independent of the lot. The famous Ultra
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information (obtained from the high level breaking of German
codes), for example was often fed directly to high level
customers without fusion and correlation with other sources
of information or contextual significance being given to the
data by intelligence analytical or targeting personnel. The
opportunities for this to coccur were enhanced by the fact
that the primary theater COMINT organization at Bletchley
Fark was not an intregal part of a larger analysis or
targeting organization.

When an American intelligence unit, known as 3-US, was
created in Hut 3 at Bletchley Park in 1943 its independence
from the theater targeting and analytical organizations was
also assured by "stovepiping" its subordination to the Army
Military Intelligence Service Headqua;ters in Washington.
The only 3-US link to theater customers was through hand
picked "Ultra Advisors" or "Representatives." (34:288)

These representatives obtained their information from
Bratish Ultra field organizations known as Special Liason
Units and Ffed it directly, usually via briefings, to top
level staff in the various commands. (33:288-289) The
Nmericans picked as Ultra Advisors were the creme de la creme
of the US military intelligence services. Such notables as

William Bundy, later an editor of Foreign Affairs; Lewis

Fowell, a subsequent Associate Justice of the Supreme Court;
and Al fred Friendly, a post war managing editor of the
Washington Fost, were among the elite who served as Ultra
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Advisors. (33:289-293) They became caught up in the "unigue
spell" of Bletchley Park and in fact had a "monastic
dedication" to the place. (33:290)

Unfortunately this sense of elitism often led to raw
intelligence being fed di;ectly to air commanders without
analysis by personnel of the larger air intelligence
organization, many of whom weren’t even cleared for
Ultra. (34:4) As one AAF intelligence analyst said: "If
intelligence from certain sources or intelligence derived by
certain methods (ie; Ultra) is considered supersecret and
superior to the general run of intelligence, it tends to
penetrate upward to cormnand levels immediately without
passing through the machinery of shirt sleeve intelligence
analysis. Intelligence items of this.character can be
falsely interpreted and wrongly evaluated by commanders and
hignh~i-anking staff officers who do not themselves possess the
necessary background possessed by the whole intelligence
staff as a unit." (F5:22)

Arnother problem was that finished intelligence which did
not have Ultra as one of its sources was often held in low
regard by senior commanders because of the seductive nature
of the COMINT source.(Z4:4) This had a particularly negative
impact on air intelligence targeting recommendations since
throughout the war "Ultra played littie part" in developing
target systems. (F4:2~10)

Photographic intelligence (FHOTINY) was a much more
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valuable source in target development than Ultra. It also
hat the added advantage of being closely associated with the
AAF saince 1t was generally shot from aircraft. Consequently
FHOTINT proved to be "the most important single" source of
target information for 8 AF. (35:44)

The most impartant FHOTINT organization in Europe was
the Anglo-American Allied Central Interpretation Unit (ACIW)
at Medmenham in East Anglia. Unfortuately, however this
organization was also to become a source unto itself. As one

report said; it was "not merely a photo interpretation agency

but a photeo intelligence agency."(35:44) Understandable
since the the Medmenham operation like the one at Bletchey
Fark was not an integral part of an overall intelligence and
targeting apparatus. This separation-of FHOTINT from the

lar ger European intelligence community was enforced by the
Director of ACIU. He made a "strenuous effort ... to make
communication very difficult between photo interpreters under
hi1s comand and the analyste of other intelligence agencies
using other sources of information.”(35:24) It was his view
"that the interp.-eters should be kept free from contamination
by other intelligence information, less such information bias
their interpretation.“(35:24)

Fhotos were also a seductive form of information for
high level commanders, not because they could relate the
enemy’s conversations, like Ultra, but because they could
illustrate graphically what the enemy looked like.
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Commanders felt like they couwld become their "own
intelligence analysts. " (36:2) The PHOTINT "true believers,”
much like the COMINT guwrus, felt photograhy "stood alone ...
in isolation" of other forms of intelligence. (36:3)

This concious "isolation" of independent functional
collection fiefdoms, with their own myopic analytical
infrastructures led to problems. Carl Kaysen (a WWII air
intelligence Captain and today a prominent Harvard economist
and former senior member of the Kennedy and Johnson
administrations) points out the pitfalls of this method of
operations in a formerly classified 1949 Rand study:

"One example of this difficulty (of functionalism) can be
given from WNII experience. 0On New Years Nay, (945, the
Germans made a highly successful attack on the aircraft of
the Allied Tactical Air Forces parked.on the Belgien air
fields. Looking kack, the 12th Army Group fleadquarters
Intelligence Staff realized that it had in its hands a
warning that this attack was coming. Unfortunately, the
warning was divided into two different parts, coming from two
different (tuncztional) sources of intelligence which were
handled by two different (functional) parts of the
intelligence section of the headquarters. The first part of
the warning was contained in a highly se et (Ultra)
intelligence report, received shortly before the operation
took place, that Uperation Goldregen was going into effect.
Since the officer who handled this specialized form of
information (the tltra Advisor) bad never heard of Operation
Goldregen hetrore and could obtain no information from his own
files about it he ignored the item, as he often ignored items
which meant nothing to him. Elsewhere in the headquarters
intelligence files, unknown to this officer, was a report un
a prisoper of war interrogation. This prisoner of war had,
before his front-=line service, served at the headquarters of
the Luaftwaffe in Berlin as a clerk. In this capacity, be had
seen certaip instructions relative to Operation Goldregen
which indicated clearly that it was an operation 1nvolving
Jow-flying azrcraft in large numbers. Had there been no
division of function, had these two items of intelligence
been rorrelated before New Year's DNay, ihe German attack
would bave been much less effective than it was.”(J6:26)
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A degree of functionalism was clearly necessary at the
collection end of the intelligence cycle because of the
haghly technical nature of such disciplines as cryptanélysis
and photo reconnaissance. The problem came when these |
technical organizations tried to become independen£
intelligence analysis agencies without regard for the
requirement for all source correlation of information. Even
the principle humar intelligence (HUMINT -~ the world of
spies) organization of the war, the Office of Stategic
Services, "edited their efforts and interpreted them to the
outsicde world." (3b6:24) Despite the fact that it makes
intuitive sense that analytical and targeting organtzations
should control the collection efforts. of the functional
collection organizations, the opposite often happened.

This occurred because the collection organizations were
larger and had to deal with operational problems of a highly
technical matter. Therefore they developed as independent
organizational wunits with a high degree of architectual
integrity and focus. They operated‘under the direction of an
indigenous commander who had a singularity of purpose. He
was relatively unconstrained in his mission accomplishment.
Farticularly since the corporate flying AAF didn’t -understand
the technical nature of his business and was too busy too
try. Naturally these independent functionsl oirganizations

wanted to present the information they collected without the
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interference of bothersome analytical orgam.zations who would
put their own "body english" on the information. Therefore
they developed their own integral one sowce intelligence
organizations. A large part of this functional intelligence
“ffort was aimed at institutional preservation. This led to
an intelligence "selling" mentality on the part of the these
organizations.

Contrast this organizational set-up with that of the
analytical and targeting organizations. They were located in
larger headquarters staffs under the ultimate direction of a
commandér who had a wide variety of interests, of which
intelligence was often the least. Therefore the analytical
organizations (who could afford to be obiective about the
‘multiple sources of information ccminé from the functional
enllection organizations) often had the least influence with
the senior leaders and the least institutional influence in
focusing the intelligence process.

Faysen offered a fix to this problem with what be calls
a "team" approach. Under this concept the team would consist
of "all the technical specialties necessary for practice of
the craft (of air intelligence) and who have access Jjointly
to all information available from all intelligence
sources. " (36:27) These would have freedom for an
intelligence “range of speculation® &and & “High degres ot
intercomnunication, discussion and joint
judgement. " (Z6: 2A=72)
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Thare was another officer who recognized the chaotic
arganizational architecture of air intelligence in WWIT and
tome close to fiding it. This was the previously mentdioned
General "Mac" McDonald, General RBissell®s protaganist in the
Army -+ Air Force jurisdictional wars and Director of
Intélligence for USSTAF. BGBiven McDonald®s unwillingness to
bauck off his position in the face of oppostion from his
superior Bissell, its not swprising that "Mac" attacked
European Theater intelligence issues with equal vigor.
However courage and tenacity weren*t General McDonald®s only
attributes. He also pmsseaéed a wealth of air intelligence
superience, a clear vision of where air intelligence in
LUSSTAF should be headed, and most importantly he had a
powerful supporter. .

It didn’t hurt that the supporter was the leading air
war commander of the era, General Carl Spaatz, Commander of
USSTAF. The Spaatz ~ McDonald relationship went back to the
lean prewar years and was cemented in the early portion of
the war when "Mac" served under General Spaatz as his senior
air intelligence officer in the North Africa. By the time
Spaatr took over USSTAF McDonald was a key member of his
team. McDonald was alse close to the senior opératfﬁnai
leader on the Spaatz team, General Fred Anderson, USSTAF
Deputy Commander for Operations. Spaatz, Anderson, and
Mchonald reportedly spent hours hehind closed doors
discussing air targeting and strategy. (37:2,2) Bub Spaalz
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was more than Just of friend of McDonalds, he genuinely
believed in the value of air intelligence (remember his 1939
memo to General Arnold bemoaning a lachk of intelligence in Hg
Air Corps) and was intelligent enough to recognize Douhet’s
dictum that his success as commander would be dudged by hig
ability to strike center of gravity targets. He would go to
great lengths to strike at the German center of gravity (even
disobeying direct orders from his commanders to do so, as we
shall see). This convergence of events; a commander and a
chief of operations who understood and valued intelligence;
an air intelligence leader with extraordinary talent and
courages and, most of all, a desperate

need by the American Air Forces to fulfill it's prewar
promise of striking the center of grévity, was to lead to a
number of arganizational initatives that came close to
creating the holistic "team" intelligence architecture Kaycen
prescribed.

McDonald®s first initative upon taking over as Director
of Intelligence for USSTAF was creation of a new intelligence
briefing format. This move was designed to cement his hold on
air intelligence and to enswe that he was its chief
spokesman in USSTAF. He disbanded the secret level briefing
that he had inherited (which was open to the entire staft)
and replaced it with an all souwrce (including Ultra) close
hold briefing that was open only to the senior USSTAF stafdt,
principally Spaatz and Anderson. With this one stroke he "in
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effect”" created a "daily conference," that insured
intelligence set the agende for command decision

making. (37:2,1-3) By making himself and his staff a vital
part of the strategy process he added legitimacy to his
later attemplts to centralize control of all theater
intelligence souwce organizations.

Bince McDonald®s “conception of his primary duty ... was
one of organization,”" he began immediately to build a
comprehensive centralized intelligence team. (37:2) His first
organizational step was to put the USSTAF intelligence
analysis house in order by taking over the independent A-3,
Targeting Directorate, making it a section of the overall
intelligence structure. This done, he went after control of
photo intelligence by creating a Pho£0 Reconnaissance and
Intelligence Section. (37:3) Initially the section was
"little more than a gleam in the eye" of MeDonald. (37:9)
However he slowly built it into a section that was capable of
interpreting photo intelligence and assisting in its fusion
with other sources of data. It worked particularly closely
with the USSTAF Targets Section in developing target
strategy. (37:5,9)

Although McDonald did not obtain dire&t control of the
Ultra COMINT souwrce he did conlbrol the flow of this data to
Spaat: by placing the W tra Representative under Directorate
wt Intelliyence supervision. He also insured that raw Ultra
information was fed to Spaatz only by a Directorate of
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Intelligence officer and not by the "official" Ultra

Advisor. (17:30-37) In this way he insured Ultra data was
presented in context of other information. As new sowr ces of
signals incelligence (SIGINT) were developed McDonald createod
independent analytical capabilities to deal with them. For
example "Y" intercept, which was derived from German Air
Force (GAF) tactical communications was closely scrutinmized
by Directorate of Intelligence analysts. (37:18) This was
particularly true after "Y" data started to come primarily
from USSTAF airborne intercept.

Late in the war General McDonald recognized the
importance Technical Intelligence (the exploitation of
captured enemy eguipment and data) would have in the war
against Japan and in the postwar period. Technical
Intelligence in Europe was controlled by the Air Technical
Section, an organization under the "stovepipe" control of the
AAF Material Command, located at Wright Field, Ohio. This
Command considered exploitation of Technical Iatelligence to
be primarily for the purpose of "modification and research
and development of our own aircraft,”" with intelligence being
of "secondary importance."(37:33 General McDonald™s attempt
to take over the functions of the Technical Section meb with
"considerable opposition."(37:34) Never-the-less General
Spaatz gave him his personal support because he believed "all
intelligence matters belong ... under one central
divection.” (37:39) Spaatz’'s support insured Technical
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Intelligenue was eventually put under McDonald®s control.

The powerful Spaatz’s charter to centralize air
intelligence affirmed McDomald in his conviction "that the
shortcomings of American Air Intelligence must be corrected
before the end of the war" (whose end was in sight). (I37:36)
Accordingly in the autumn of 1944 he began to push vigorously
for an "independent, self-sufficient USSTAF intelligence
organization, and to centralize within it all intelligence
functions and personnel."(37:28)

MeDonald envisioned this new organization as having two
component parts: (1) A USSTAF Directorate of Intelligence
parforming staff support functions such as "policy control
and overall coordination" and (2) An Intelligence Command
perfroming operational functions sucﬁ as "collection of raw
inktelligence material, the processing thereof, the
disseminating of this intelligence, AND THE CONTROL OF THE
VARIQUS BOURGCE AGENCIES." (37:320) In the words of McDonald:
"such single direction would bring the photographic wing
under the command along with radio intecept companies (the
"Y" source), whose output was purely an intelligence service,
and the Air Technical Teams." (37:30) The command would also
... provide a pattern for fulfilment of intelligence
reqguirements at USSTAF level and it would present a framework
of the greatest flexibility and adaptability for
chronolougically satisfying, step by step, the development of

intelligence requirements throughout the war period, the

P
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armistice and the peace conference and will serve as well the
air intelligence section in Washington of the National
Department of Defense."(37:30)

This genuinely revolutionary concept in many respects
sounds a great deal like Kaysen®s "team," consisting of "all
the technical specialties necessary for practice of the air
intelligence craft,"(36:27) McDonald clearly saw air
intelligence as a highly operational process. 0One which was
fundamentally a vertical continuum of collection, raw
technical processing (photo interpretation, COMINT traffic
analysis and cryptanalysis etc), operational intelligence
analysis (air force capabilities studies, industrial capacity
studies etc). targeting, and finally dissemination. He
obviously intended to break up the hédge podge proliferation
of functionalist source intelligence agencies who were
essentially operating on the same horizontal plane with each
another. Instead he intended to create a single cohesive
vertical entity capable of focusing its energy on production
of an operationally relevant all source product. McDonald
was (correctly) convinced that the Directorate of
Intelligence was "the only real intelligence service that
exists or has existed in the Air Forces ot the United
States."(37:28) He planned to build on this capabilitly.

Unfortunately Beneral Spaatrz wasn’t in a building mood.
When McDonald tried to sell him on the idea of creating an

Air Intelligence Command in November 1944 Spaatz showed a
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marked reluctance to create a new command. However, he did
agree "to the centralization within the Intelligence
Directorate of all USSTAF intelligence functions." General
Arnoltd, when he was briefed on McDonald’s plan also supported
the general program but not the command concept. (37:31) Go
UEBSTAF air intelligence, while becoming more organizationally
efficient, did not take the last final step towards
organizational matwityy creation of a self contained
vartical command entity, capable of fulfilling all the
functional requirements necessary for air intelligence
support to operational commanders. While this did™t futher
hinder the search for the center of gravity in Europe
(McDonald®s Directorate had already found that by this time
-~ which may explain Spaatz’s reluct;nce to futher bother
with the intelligence organization). It did effectively stop
the next logical step in the organizational evolution of

American Air Intelligence.
PERSONNEL. PROBLEMS

Underlying the organizational difficulties of air
intelligence was a personnel base which in general did not
conwist of the Air Force®s "best and brightest.”" As one
postwar study said the 6-2 and A-2 were used as "a resting'
ground for officers who were unsuited in other fields, to an
extent that ambitious and able officers have regarded an

intelligence assignment as a serious setback to their
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careers. " (38:1-20) This opinion was shared by General
Eirsenhower, General Arnold and other senior officers, all of
whom bemoaned the deplorable state of intelligence and the
scarcity of quality officers in the field prior to and during
the war.

The quality problem was recognized as early as 1932 by -
Major W. R. Weaver, then Chief of the Hg Air Corps
Information Division (forerunner of the Intelligence
Division). He said incompetent personnel had been causing
intelligence failures and proposed to remedy the problem by
getting qualified workers into the division. Unfortunately
his request was disapproved. (39:1)

Personnel quality had not improved appreciably by 1941,
according to an internal Intelligencé Division memo. The .
head of the Division, the previously mentioned Colonel K. C.
Candee, was trying to expand air intelligence to meet the
needs of a growing AAF but was running into problems. In &
memo to General Arnold he pointed out that under the existing
personnel procurement system "The personnel pool from which
all intelligence officers must be drawn is limited to reserve
of ficers now on active duty or subject to call to active
duty. The best men in this category are already in key
positions or commitments have been made to place them 1n such
positions. The inevitable result is that the officers
available for this type of work (air intelligence) are those
who have proved of limited, if of any, value in other
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capacities." (40:1-&6)

Exacerbating the problem was the low percentage of
hardcore Air Corps Regular Officers in the Intelligence
Division. This presented a serious leadership and quality
problem for air intelligence since Regular Officers were the
backbone of the Air Corps. They proved to be the foundation
upon which the wartime AAF was built. The Intelligence
Division was manned at only 8 4 in Regular Officers, the
lowest of any organization in Hg Air Corps.(41:1) By
contrast the Material Division was manned at S50 %, Fiscal at
73 7%, Plans at 43 7%, and even the Personnel Division was
manned at 20 % in Regular Officers. Candee asks a cogent
questicn when citing these figures: "Why is professional
military experience so unimportant in connection with

intelligence duties as compared with other activities."(41:1)

Unfortunately this guestion was never answered by the stafq.
It would take hard experience over the skies of Europe to

1llustrate the criticality of a professionally manned air
intelligence arganization.

While gquality and professional leadership were a
contanuing difficulty, an equally pressing problem was a lack
of simple raw numbers of personnel to fill intelligence
billets 1n the rapidly growing AARF., The manpower shortages
causod serious problems. Even & months after Pearl Harhor
the Intelligence Division’s Intormation Intelligence Section
coulad only process 257 of raw incoming material into finished
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intelligence. In the Operational Intelligence Section only
907% of a schedule calling for 361 vital Target Objective
Folders for all theaters could be met.

One Intelligence Division proposal to +ix the personnel
problem was a massive recruiting campaign internal to the
Armed Services. In September 1941 (three months prior to
FPearl Harbor) a proposed AAF Bulletin, which essentially
advertised air intelligence and solicited nominees for the
activity from the Army and Navy, was sent out for
coordination by the Division. (42:1-2) It was rejected by the
Army G~2 who disagreed "entirely with the tone of the
memorandum, for the reason that the attitude is that of
begging people to come on duty with us." (43:1)

Given the circumstances begging'may have been warranted.
With the blockage of this plan the icreasingly desparate
Intelligence Division tried another tact, one of acquiring
officers "from sources outside the present military
establishment." (40:1) Teachers, lawyers and news reporters
were considered for intelligence analysis work, while
architects and engineers were being looked at for PHOTINT
jobs. These civilians were targeted based on the experience
of the RAF in rapidly building an air intelligence
organization during the early days of WWIT. The division
recommended recruiting 200 civilian personnel for
training. (40:1)

Thig is in fact what eventually happened, but in much
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far gor numhers than 200. As was pointed out earlier, the
Intel ligent e Section of the old Air Corps Information
Division had only one officer in it as late as 1938, There
wore repeated abtempts over the years to enlarge the section.
The latest effort came in 1926 when a request for one officer
and five civilians was refused. (44:1) After the formation of
the Intelligence Division in December 1940 the organization
did begin tou grow slowly. By the end of April 1941 there
were 395 officers and 29 civilians in the Division. (446:1) But
soon the pace of growth picked up dramatically. Colonel
Candes saw a need for further rapid growth in the Division
and requested a total strength of 129 oficers and 404
civilians by the end of the Fiscal Year (30 Septembeir) 1942.
He further estimated a total AAF req&irement for 230 to 1310
air i1ntelligence officers and 1,200 to 2,000 enlisted men
duwring the same period.

Candee’s estimates were far wide of the mark. The
authorized strength of the AC/AS,1 (the succesor to the old
Intelligence Division) alone was 11935 officers, civilians and
enlisted men by June 1945.(48:6) This growth was duplicted
throughout the AAF leading to a several thousend percent
increase in air intelligence personnel during the 44 month
period from the Pearl Harbor in 1941 to the victory over
Japan in 19435,

This exponential growth was bound to cause difficulties.
Farticularly since, as was pointed out, there were very few
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intelligence experienced Reqular Officers around bto lead the
large influx of new people. Those present were, in many
cases, Regular Army castoffs or dregs from the reserves.
Further compounding the intelligence leadership problem 1n
Washington was an extremly rapid urnover of senior
personnel. There were 8 different heads of AAF intelligence
during the 346 months of war. 0One officer held the post for
only two weeks, while he was recovering {rom pneumnonial
Despite these problems the overseas air commands were
desparate for intelligence manpower. In 1943 the 8 AF, A-Z
was s0 shorthanded that it took 50 new officers directly fromn
the Officer Training and Candidate Schools with no stateside
intelligence training enroute. (49:1) The commands were
having to devote a substantial amount of time giving theater
intelligence training to inbound personnel anyway. This
situation arose because of serious problems with air

intelligence training in the US.
AIR INTELLIGENCE TRAINING PROBLEMS

A solid Continental US based air intelligence
training program would have been of immense value to an NAAF
trying to i1ntegrate thousands of new intelligence personnnel .
Unfortunately air intelligence training suffered from the
same prewar neglaect as the rest of air intelligencae, Do ng
the 1930°s the Air Corps Tactical School had a Military

Intelligence Course but it was very much ground oriented. In
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planning for the school year 1935 — 36 Lieutenant Colonel H.
A. Dargue, Assistant Commandant, tried to rectify this. He
directed the couwrse towards air intelligence but cautioned
that "much pioneer work will have to be done to develop a
couwrse in mlitary intelligence" with an "air point of
viaew.,"(50:1) Lectures were given that year that included
ata on intelligence estimates of the situation and'targeting
praorities. (51:1) Despite this air intelligence got a total
of only one sentence of coverage in the Military Intelligence
Course text through the year 1978. (52:10) Haowever in the
1979 - 40 version of the text a new supplement was added
entitled an "Extract of a Tentative RAir Corps Field Manual
1-40, Intelligence Procedure in Aviation Unitsg."(53:72-90)

The Tactical School interest «4n air irntelligence was.
not shared by other advanced Army schools such as the
grooming school for middle grade Army Officers, the Command
anc General Staff School at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. The
previously mentioned Air Corps board, which General Arnol.w
convened in 1979 to determine Air Corps intelligence
requirements, noted this discrepancy. It recommended that at
Jeast 2 hours in the Command and General Staft School
curr iculum be devoted to the subject of air intelligence,
specifically to such subliects as target seiectian and target
vulnerahilbity analysis. (16:4) The recommendations were not
atlopted.

The dirth of air intelligence training at advanced

CHAFT 11 =9 AIR INTEL

X e SO A B - Aot be M® v Ee s ok w wee R




Army and AAF schools hurt in two respects. The obvious
impact was to deny the AAF enocugh experienced intelligence
leaders during the war. A less obvious impact was the lack

of education operational AAF leaders received on the

potential payoffs of intelligence. As a consecquence many AAF

commanders, particularly at the wing and group level, "didn't .
know what to do with their intélligence officers" or the
information they could provide. For example a report {from

the Pacific said, "another prime need in the whole combat

intelligence set-up is to educate air commanders to the need
for, and functions of, combat intelligence. In general from
what I have gathered, combat in£e11igence officers have been
treated as surplus baggage, and have had an uphill fight to
justify their existance."(54:3) Thig plus the "lack of
experienced intelligence officers' seriously hurt the
credibility of air intelligence with the operatoré.

The Command and General Staff College and Air Corps
Tactical School were intended to provide advanced training to
a select few. Broad basic intelligence training for i ower
ranking personnel was the responsibility of unit commanders
who, as we saw above, were ill-educated on air intelligence.

When this type of training was conducted it was accomplished .

using outdated manuals and instructors whose knowl &dge was as

lLimited as the texts they taught from. The only other entry
Tevel type training which was somewhat related to air
intelligence was the Army Engineering SchmDI{S'Ehotmgraphic
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Interpretation Course at Fort Relvoir, Virgina. But very few
AAF personnel were trained at the school.

The awr intelligence training shortfall becams a
sevious AAF concern as war clouds began to gather over the
Facific. Less than S months before Fearl Harbor General
George Brett, then Chief of Staff of the Air Corps, wrote to
General Arnold voicing his opinions on the subject. He said,
"Trained intelligence officers are practically non—enistant
throughout the Air Forces, yet they play a most vital part in
the functioning of these organizations. This is always
overlouked in peacetime and no mechanism exists for the
special training of personnnel required throughout all
echelons. It is hoped that at this late date it will be
pussible to set up at least the basic school from which other
area schools may be established ..."(559:II-ITD 7

This memo was the catalyst that drove General Arnold
to try to establish an AAF Air Intelligence School.
Fredictably however the Army G-2 opposed the initative
contending "all instruction along military intelligence lines
should be unified and presented in one school only."(56:1)
RBasically the G-2 was satisfied with the ‘.—'itétls quo.

The AAF wasn®t content with the staus quo and was
joined in its disent by the Army Assistant Chief of Staft for
Dperations, General Harry L. Twaddle. Twaddle maintained
that independent air mssions and operations reguired a
speclal bype of air intelligence training.(57:1) This, plus
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persistance on the part of Hgs OAF and Air Corps, lod to
funding being approved by the Army Chief of Statf for an air
intelligence school. (58:1) ’

The AAF Air Intelligence School (AAFAIS) was
established at Bolling Field, Washington D.C., on 15 January
19242, Unfortunately limited facilities necessitated the
almost immediate move of thée school to the University of
‘Maryland at College Park. The school finally started its
first class on 16 February. @Qualified instructors were a
continuing problem for AAFAIS. OFf the original 9 faculty
instructors only the school director, Captain Jamnes Huri, was
considered to have the training necessary to serve as an
intelligence instructor.(59:1) Despite this 33 students
graduated from the first course on 31. March 1942. -While thig
course was in session the AAF bought Harrisburg Academy, an
entire boys boarding school; in Harrisburg, Fennsylvania, for
$300,000.

The AAFAIS at Harrisburg was plagued with problems
almost from the begining of its first class on 15 April 1944,
The faculty consisted of the College Park instructors plus
‘top graduates of the first AAFAIS class. The decision to use
students from preceding classes as instructors was clearly «
poor one. It led to a "hlind leading the blind" syndrome in
terms of intelliggngg experience. It was also a problem in
the sense that the new faculty members knew little more about
professional military traditimns; practices and commanc
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relationships than did the students. This was Aestined to
Twad to problYems.

Student selection was also a problem. Many older men
(up to 50 years old) were selected to attend the school.

They found it difficult to relate to younger instructors or,
if given commisions at higher rank than their instructors, to
learn from them. This problem persisted when they got into
the field and had to deal with young crew -members. Also many
were simply physically incapable of handling difficult living
conditions an the field, particularly in the Southwest
Facific.(60:1) By 1943 the poor quality of the studénts
became a matter -of grave concern to the ‘Hg AAF Chief of
Intelligence.

In reality the weakness of the students was only one.
of a myriad of praoblems plauging AAFAIS. Lieutenant Colonel
Carr)l H. Norcross, Assistant A-2 of the VIII Bomber Comand (an
8 AF organization), after visiting the school, made a very
negative report to Hg AAF about the conditions at AAFAIS.
Among other things he said: "The quality of the students is
the poorest in history ... they are not interested and their
lack of interest is reflected in many ways, such as lateness,
absence, poor work, cheating, and sleeping: in class." He
also noted that the school was too small for the number of
students, that the faculty was very unhappy with the current
comnanding officer (who had only recently taken over), and
that "morale of the faculty members is the lowest in the
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history of the school."(61:1-4) The Norcross report led to a
maxor inspection of the Harrishurg resulting in the removal
of the Commander, Colonel Harvey Ho Holland. (623 1-10)  The
previous AAFALS Commander (and the founder of Lhe school at
Harr isburg), Colonel E. F. Koenig, also lef!: under difficult
conditions. (632 1)

Shortly after Norcross made his report AAFALS was
racked with a WWII version of a fraud, waste and abuge case.
It seems that when the school was bought everything that went
along with a boy’s school — such as basketballs, infirmary
items, and even food from the cafeteria — was also purchased.
Regretably an official government inventory list of these
items was never accomplished. To compound this problem
Colonel kopening, who was then the Commander, cavalierly
decided, without permission; to donate substantial amounts of
the saleable inventory to "charitable and educational"
institutions in the local area. The food, however, he lkept
and this the faculty consumed gratis. -Although no one was
punished for this comedy of errors the school officers club
was forced to reimburse the government to the tune of HhHES. 24
for the fpod.(&4:1—53

These incidents were indicative of the overall layu
operation of an organization that was slapped together as a
bandaid to cure years of air intelligence neglect. In
retrospect the problems at AAFATS seem almost predictable.
The fraud waste and abuse case was apparently the last alraw
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for Hg ANF and in February 1943 plans to close the school
camg under discussion. The school was closed in early 1944
and operations were transfered to the AAF School of Applied
factics (AAFSAM at Orlando, Flordia, which was already
teaching an lntelligence Applications Course.

The marriage of the overly academic Harrisburg course
with the more practical AAFSAT cowse had a positive affect
o air intelligence training. Prior to the move Harrisburg
graduates had often gone to the combat commands without ever
having bhesn on-an Army Airfield, withqut being familar with
aircratt, other than plastic models, and never having talked
o pilots and combat crews. There were several AAF Fields in
cenkral Flordia and as a consegquence AAFSAT intelligence
students got to touch the real AAF, to include at least one
aircraft ride. (65:13)

The move to Flordia also led to the establishment of the
AAF'g firat Senior Intelligence Officer Course, aimed
specifically at preparing officers for command and staff
positions. (66:57,91) Prior to this all training was very
bagic and techniczal in nature. This advance led to some of
the first discussiong, in a rigorous sense, concerning
fundamental air intelligence philosophical and dottrinal
1esues. Unfortunately the Course wasn’t instituted until
Fabruary 194%, a scant 7 months before the end ot the war.
Therefore establishment of a coherent air intelligence
doctrine was never achieved.
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LACK OF A COHERENT INTELLIGENCE DOCTRINE

It is arguable that the primary reason for the averall
AAF success in WWII was the fact that it was built on a solid
doctrinal foundation. The strategic air doctrine developed
at the Air Corps Tactical School gave the wartime OAF the
necessary focus to overcome the many obstacles it faced, such
as lack of an escort fighter, bad weather in Europe,
constant diversions of strategic air power to tactical
targets, etc etec. When reading the private correspondence ot
the senior AAF leaders; Spaatz, laker, Arnold and others it
is easy to &etect a tone of frustration and anger over the
many roadblocks airpower encountered. But what one never
senses in the letters is a tone of wuncertainty. Tﬁay always
knew where they were headed. Unfortunately AAF air
intelligence did not have this same doctrinal foundation and
consequently did not have the vital sense of direction thatl
resided in the larger operational AAF.

There wasn”t even an official regulation for air
intelligence until 1940 when Air Corps Field Manual 1-40,

Intelligence Procedure in Aviation Units was

published. (67:1-25) The manual was not a doctrinal document
in any sense of the word and wasn’t even much of a -manual.

It contains a myriad of flaws. The Manual™ s fundamenta
problem was a failure to tie air intelligence to the specific
missions of the Air Force. The document could have 5ﬁmn
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written for the Army or Navy. As General Spaatz said: "aur
mtelligence 1s unique." But this is not reflected in the
manual . Tnstead it lists mechanical procedures and forms.
It 1s essentially an academic check list of tasks. As a
consequence collection, analysis and targeting are considered
as separate functions rather than as part of of a highly
interdependent process. 8adly it is a second rate piece of
warls., 1t clearly does not reflect the rigor and quality of
thought that was being given to operational questions,
Never-the-less it was to serve as the guiding light for air
intaelligence throughout the war.

There was no one in air intelligence charged with
developing a basic philosophy or doctrinz. No organization
est1sted to collect and disseminate new ideas and- developments
in inte{ligence methodology. WNo institutionalized body of
debaté or discussion existed. In other words there was no
Air Corps Tactical Scheool for air intelligence. Basically
ailr 1ntelligence operated on a make it up as you go along
approach. Its not suwprising that many cperators looked upon
intelligence as a waste of time. As one AAF General of the
time sard:  "Intelligence was Just another staff function and
wsuwal ly considered a minor function at that, except by those

1 intelligence. " (68:2)
AIR INTELLIGENCE FINDS. OIL

But intelligence wasn®t a minor function. General
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McDonald proved this cunclusively at USSTAF. Its not
coincidental that shortly after McDonald took over és
Director of lntelligence that oil was discovered .as the
Germany’™s glass jaw. As early as March 1944 .a "Plan Fmr
Completion of the Combined Bomber Offensive" was forwarded to
seneral Spaatz recommending il as its top priority. (37:4)

The USSRES said the bombardment of oil targets, when it
began was "catastrophic'" for Germany. (5:78-83) If McDonald
had developed a credible intelligence organization earlier
the -entire History of WWII-.might have been dffﬁeréht. As
General Haywood Hansell :points out "If the oil attacks had
been initiated in November 194Z... the Germans (would have
been) completely out of aviation gasoline by May 1944... and
motor stocks showed about the same situation."(4:275) In
other words the German war mgchine would have collapsed a
month before the D-Day invasion. But as stated in the USSH,
even ardent oil attack advocates didn™t appreciate the
promising situation they had, because until McDonald
develaoped the intelligence to support center of gravity
targeting they couldn’t. (5:78-85)

‘Liceutenant Colonel McCall pointed out in his 1943 traip
to England that there was little or no inteldigence in London
on -0il. (20:TAE @) But because of a dynamic intelligence
:ef%pkt by late March 1944 USSTAF leaders were stirongly
advocating oil as the German center of gravity. Thigs came Lo
a head in a crucial 25 March pre D-Day targeﬁingvmeefing wi th
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Heneral Eisenhower. The meeting boiled down to a choice
between stralegic attacks on o0il or tactical attacks an rail
Lr anspor Fation targets. Eisenhower selected the rail targets
hecause McDonald -could not provide the conclusive
intelligence necessary to convince the General to attack

©il. (21230-35)

Some authors have suggesited Géneral Eisenhower was not a
supporter of strategic bombardment and would have selected
the more tactically oriented rail targets under any
circunstances. This was proven not to be the case since good
solid intelligence made Eisenhower & believer less ‘than two
months later. During this critical 47 day period USSTAF
Tntelligence focused its entire attention on the guestion of
il as a center of gravity target. 0OF critical importance to
thiu endeavor was General Spaatz®s faith in McDonald. e
titerally staked his career on intelligence by ordering the
boumbardment o+ a limited number of oil targets in
contr avention. of the spirit, i+ not the letter, of General
Ersanhower™s orders. (21:52-69)

However this risk paid off because on 12 May an attack
o the German 0il works al Leuna provided an intelligence
"umoking gun” to the oil advocates. Data abtained through
Uitra signals intelligence was comprehensively fused with
myr 1ad other sowrces of information by USSTAF analysts and
this provided excellent proof of the German vulnerability in
all. (P22500~-557) Based on this data General Eirsenhower
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reversed his decision and oil became the targeted center of
gravity for the remainder of the war. Prior to this decraion
only 3,599 tons of bombs had been droppad on oil targots.
Following the development of credible intelligence 191,000
tons were put on 0il -— a 3,411 percent increase! (23:15  The
results for Germany were indeed “"catastrophic." As Albert
Bpger said, "It meant the end of German armaments
production. " (7:346) )

It would seem that air intelligence had finally ended
its search foar the center of gravity. However thore is a
comic opera historical footnote teo this era of air
intelligence that provides further proof of the overall
weakness of air intelligence. On 27 January 1945, in the
midst -of the successful oil campaign General Charles Ranfil,
Director of Intelligence for 8 AF "proposed a revision to
target thinking." Banfil claimed "resullis have nol been
conclusive, even in oil" and went on to propose expanding the
target list to "three or four systems" beyond oil. He
suggested going to large targets in what he calloed his
"umulative damage” principal. (24:1-23 Fortunately, despite
Bantil”s counsel, the attack on the oil center of gravity
continued leading to what General Omar Bradley described as
"the direct factor behind the destruction or surrender of

vast quantities of tanks and trucks and of thousands upon

thousands of enemy troops." (4:224)
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CHAFTER III -- AIR INTELLIGENCE IN THE POSTWAR ERA

At the beginning of WWII the Army Air Force had in
its grasp the Lechnology and the doctrine to attack Germany's
center of gravity. General Hansell provides a convincing
tase that decisive results could have been achieved as early
as May 1944, The Army Air Force heavyweight had his fist
cocked bto deliver the knockout blow. But, because of the
fai-lure to develop an effective air intelligence capability,
there was no -mechanism to trace the center of gravity to a
docisive glass jaw in the German military—-industrial
infrastructuwre. The center of gravity target could not even
be punched unti1l after the Leuna raid on 12 May 1944. And
wven Lhen the flawed air intelligence structure the Army Air
Force had belatedly created attempted to divert them away
from the center of gravity, as Banfil®s memo shows.

Perhaps General Arnold summed up the situation best
in his post war report: "Our past concepts of intelligence
neads were insufficient to cover the requirements of modern
war . Btrategic air warfare can be neither soundly planned
nor efbfFiciently executed without a continuous flow of
detailed (intelligence) information..."”

POSTWAR AIR INTELLIGENCE ARCHITECTURE

The American Air Force entered the postwar era

datermined to set it’s intelligence house in order. However
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1t wasn’t clear what role service intelliqence organications
would play in the coming era. [he prevailing wisdom was that
inktelligence should be highly ceﬁtralizad, speci fically at
the national level. This impetus eventually led to the
creation of massive national intelligence organizationg such
as the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the National
Security Agency (NBA) (which was responsible for SIGINT) .
These organizations were to become primarily motivated to
serve Washington level decision makers, leaving support of
the service headquarters and the operational commands in the
hands of the services. However this eventual -evolution of
purpose by the national intelligence arganizations was nbl
forseen at the time. Thus the need for separate service
specific intelligence organizations came under question
during this period.

Generally the Air Force leadership and the Hg Ariny
Air Force A-2 favored the creation of a centiralized.
intelligence oprganization. (2:1) However, given the
uncertainty of the future of intelligence the Hg Aramy Air
Force A2 was hedging his bets by looking into the creation
of an "Air Intelligence Agency." Thig was done in case "lthe
Joint Chiefs of Staff or congress fail (ed) to establish some
form of collective agency."(3::2) Whatever the national
aluthorities decided the A-2 most definitely wanted
intelligence responsibilities to be clearly “delinlatéd" lost

the A-2, 6~2 feud be continued into the postwar period. tled)
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However this is exactly what happened when the Army
L~-2 attempted Lo create an Intelligence Corps. Basically the
Ar-my came at the centralization issue from a completely
ditferent direction attempting to centralize intelligence
withan the Army in the form of a Corps. The Army Air Force
2, General Clwood (Pete) Ouesada, vehemently opposed this
inttative, maintaining that air intelligence duty should be
perfomed by Air Force line officers. (3:21) There was also
opposg tion to the plan on the grounds that it was premature
wince il wasn®t clear what direction the "Central
Intelligence Group” initative was going in. (4:Tab H)

Mir intelligence did manage to keep its independence
from the 62 until the independent Ai( Force was created in
Septemher 1947. But it was not able to maintain it's status
as an equal staff partner in the new United 5tates Air Force
(USAF) . Almost immmediately after the new service was

eackabl ished 1ntelligence was placed under the direction of

the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations (DCS/0).

Fredictibly air intelligence officers opposed the
mer ger of operations and intelligence. Leading theé
oppogition was Genaeral "Mac" McDonald, who was now the head

.

of USAF Intelligence. He felt that placing air intelligence
under the DCS/0 would deemphasize it's importance at a time
whisy bhe oraticality of the function was arowing. (§5:24)

MuDonald conbinued to see air intelligence as a highly

operational process. A process that must be "fully as
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dynamic in peace as during war." (4:1%) However this waé nipt
a battle McDonald was destined to win. [ntelligence was
placed under operations in 1948.

Air intelligence officer's didn*t give up the {fight
though. General Charles P. Cabell, McDonalds successor
continued to oppose the merger. In a November 1948 address
to the Air War College Senior Intelligence (Class he said
"Despite a lot of talk about intelligence these days, and
despite our concerted efforts to build a smooth working
arganization, we are decidedly handicapped by a widespread
reiuctance in the Air Force to visuwalize the intelligence
interdependence of air intelligence and operations:"(7:1)

The operations -~ intelligence issue continued to- be

PR AL ALY

the intelligence activity in ggggé;imnal wnits at all levels
of command be a principal and independent staff function
co~equal with personnel, material and operations,"(8:1) The
Strategic Air Command (SAC) was the only major player to
support the air intelligence position. However the Mg USAF
NCS Operations and DCS Fersonnel killed the idea of
intelligence becoming a co-equal DCS on the Air Staff. (9:6)
Finally in 1957 Hg Air Force decided to take
intel ligence out from under Operations on the Air Staff.
EBut they failed to make it a DCS, instead creating. the

position of Assistant Chief of Gtaff for Inteilinnucm 
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(AEBY) L (10:50) This was a two star or Major General position
while the normal Air Staff DCS was (and is) a three star or
Lieutenant Gener al., This made it very difficult for air
intelligence to influence USAF strategy or policy. Anotﬁer
draw bhack to this arrangement was that many of the Senior
Intelligence Officers (8I0) in the commands were two stars.
For example the SAC DCS Intelligence and the Commander of
USAF Becurity Service (USAFSS), the Air Force®s primary
HIGINT organization, were both manned with Major Generals.
Thas made it difficult for the ACSI to influence air
intelligence policy, personnel and other key issues. Despite
thaese inherent problems intelligence on the Hg USAF Air Staff
hawg remained a two star ACSI.

The postion of intelligence on the Major Air Command
staffs has varied over the years. The only operational Mador
Command that hos maintained intelligence as a flag cifficer
DES epasentially co—-egual with other staff functions is SAC.
The othor operational commands bave periodically moved
mtel Ligence under operations or in some cases plans. They
Mave manned 1t with General Officers and CuIanéls. Thé only
consistant approach has been the inconsistency of thée staff
position of 1ntelligence.

Despilte these larger issues the Hg USAF internal air
intel D gence organiZation underwent mador changes in the
postwar period.  The organization that evolved consisted of

twn baurve parts (1) Operations Intelligence and Targeting and
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(2) Bystems, Folicy and Collections or Intelligence
Management. Technical Intelligence was lost to the Material
Command in 1950 came back under Directorate of Intelligence
control in 1951 and was lost again to Air Force Systems -
Command in the late 1950s. (11:1)

The coming of age of strategic targeting was an
intelligence bright spot during this era. Nuclear -weapons,
new high-tech delivery systems and the painful experience ol
searching for the German center of gravity in WWIT all
combined to focus Air Force attention on targeting. In fact
the USAF was considering ways to obtain target intelligence
for guided missile strikes as parly as June 1945, (12:1~2)

The primary WWIT targeting authority to emerge from the war -
the Joint Target Group (JTG) -~ remained under A-2 control in
the immediate postwar period.

At first the JTE thought that intelligence on
potential post war enemies could be collected from open
source information such as econonic abstracts and trade datba.
This approach had provided valuable information on the German
economy’in the -early days of WWII. In fact the prime concern
ot the JT6G was "how to cope with a perfect avalanchr ot
information.” (1Z:12) The key to this preblem, in the words
of one of the leading targetsers of the era was the "TDM
card."(13:12, While automation was to play a vital raole n
the intelligence process in the postwar period ﬁt—cmuyun't

mrake up for a lack of information on the principal enizny Fhal
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emer ged -- the Soviet Union. Moscow™s secrecy and ixs,Laék
ot dovolvement an the international trade and financrar" -
mar ety severely limited the open souwrce material whicﬁ was
avairlable. When the realities of this situation began to
dawn wun the senior leadership of the nation and the Air qu&e
new sitrategic targeting and collection mechanisms were
rapidly created.

Eventually strategic targeting was removed from the

control of Hg USAF intelligence and placed under the control

nf the Joint Strategic Targets Flanning Staff (JSTFS) at Hg.

S/, Omaha, Nebraska where it remains today. This

organiz at:ion inshitutinnalized*exéelkence in the field of
strategic targeting. Unfortunately tactical targeting did
not. receive the same emphasis. Essentially tactical
targeting became the responéibiliiy of the theatre
commanderss with very poor resultg. (14:7 This neglect .of
the tackical side of the targeting-business has continued up
wnkil the present time. The takge&ing,prablems encountered.
1 Vietnam and kForea are a direct consequence of this lééﬁkgf'
attention.

An- area that did receive a great deal of emphasks;wgs
strategic intelligence collectimn; principally on the Soviet
Urdon,  This was driven not only by the need to target the
Gﬂvia:m“bat'a%SQ"by-the*percetved“negdvto~warn’agafnﬁtéa-fﬁ? -
possible Soviel surprise nuclear attack. In fact the

prevention of surprise became f(and still is) the highest

GCHAPT L 6% AIR INTEL




priority of Air Force Intelligence. As a consequence the
USAF and air intelligence became obsessed with collect.ion,
almost as an end in itself.

One offshoot of this was the creation of a massive
SIGINT apparatus —— the previously mentioned USAF Secuwrily
Service (USAFS8). This organization grew up separate and
apart from mainstream Air Force Intelligence. In 1940 USHFSS
had 1,200 manpower slots. By 1999 it had grown to 21,3541
slots world wide. (15:21-10) It also expanded it’s collection
suite during the 1950s5. The Command acquired an airborne
SIGINT capability in 1951, using B-29s. (14:320) By July 1951
it had 11 ground collection stations, known as Radio.
Squadrons Mohile .and was establishing;z fiwld processing
centers, in Europe and the Pacific, known as Securitbty Groupa.
The groups were to process and report SIGINT obbtained from
subordinate gwoundrgnd:air collectors. (lbé:Geries R)
Unfortunately most of this reporting was aimed at support of
it"s principle parent organization the National Secuwrity
Agency (NSA), rather than to support of an integratgd:gpd
customer focused air intelligence organization. Today USAFSS
has evolved into the Electronic Security Command (ESC). ESC
is also more tied to NSA than to the 8ir Force operating
compmands: In fact the-organizational lash up—iﬁvaLmqﬁt—ﬂﬂ
eract duplicate, on a much larger scale, of the Z-US QFtra
arr-angement in WWIT Europe.

At the same time USAFSS was getting a hammer Fock -on
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the broad alr intelligence SIGINT mission the operating
commands were obtaining control of a piece of the SIGINT pie
in the form of electronic intelligence (ELINT), EﬁINT,»which,
consists primarily of enemy radar emissions, was needed by
the operational commands +or Jiamming of electronic
countermeasures. SAC, for example, was obtaining RB-50G
electronic reconniassance aircraft and thé USAF in Europe
(LBAFE) was getting RC‘Sfraircra4t for the same purpose. The -
commands also established forward electronic analysis units
for on the spot analysis. of radar data. (16:20) The creation
of & command indigenous ELINT capability separate from the
USAFSS overall SIGINT capability fragmented the Air Farce
STHINT world. In fact the Air Force.créatéq a Special
Secursty Officer system for handling the massive volume of
SIGINT data. (14eSeries B)

Meanwhile entire new collectiqp vistas were opening
up for the Air Force as the space age unfolded. In 1932 two
mador intelligence studies were condu;tednbn "means to
ncrease owr intelligence on the Soviet thbn“ and the
"Bracon Hill Froject." Both studies were -concerned with
applying ewmerging technologies to the Soviet collection
problem. Chapter 111 of the Beacon Hill study concerned
dteseld with new "reconnaissance vehicles" including space -
sateltites. C(17+37)  Neows extrcmn}y‘lbngeégéal lengthy - - e -
camer as, known by the codename Daisy Mae; were being looked

At for use in aircraft, ballons and space satellites. (17:38)
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The Gopher Projleckt was specitically devolted to the
study of high altitude ballons for reconnaissance.  However
Gopher research and development was slowed down on "the
belief that if a similar effort were expendad on another
system, perhaps a guided vehicle, superior results could be
achreved.”" But no "competing system seem(ed) likely for
development in the next five or six years." (17:39)

Fresumably guided vehicles included high altitwde aircraft,
like the U-2, and space satellites.

A Praoject Rand television camera, for eventual use in
a space satellite, was being studied during this period. The
tempo for development of such a System picked ué af ler
General White, the Air Force Chief of Staft. establishecl a
requirement for it. However results of a television tect did
"not appear too hopeful considering that the satellite
(would) only beé used for search reconnaissance."(17:41)
Easically the rgsolutimn of the resulting pictuwres Wak G0
ponr that it was impossible to tel) what was being looked at.
Never—-the-less the Air Force continued to aggressively search
out new photographic intelligence (PHOTINT) means of  coverng
the Soviet Union as the U-2 shoot down in 1959 mikes clear.

By 1953 the Daisy Mae PHOTINT Project became
operational, under the codename Pie Face, and installations

were being looked at for ballon reconnaissance launch and

recovery. (17:41) In 1958 the satellite program began bto bear

fruit. Launch dates were sel for a system know as Faed Fiper
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e high-tech pied piper has continued to lure Air
torce intelligence since the rapid proliferation of neg
shrategic collection systems in the 1950s. Newer and more
sophisticated strategic systems enter the inventory each
year. But like tactical targeting, tactical collection has va/
not kept pace. More importantly the basic air intelligence
vrganizational architecture that existed in WWII remains
esuentially unchanged., This is true both at the H Air Force
level and in the operating commands.

i look at the key Air Force operating command in
Lurope, USAFE, is instructive. As we learned earlier General
McbDonald never did—gst@ﬁl#sh a WWII Air Intelligence Command
in the US Strategic Air Forces (USSTAF). As a consequence in-
19688 air intelliggnge'ip'thé—USSTAF’s succéssor command,
USAFE, is ag fragmented as it was prior to McDonald taking
over in 1944, A cursory glance at the USAFE organization
chart today reveals no majofr architectural changes from the
RAF model that:MchnaL@—inhgrixed—in 1943, Essentialryvit is

still being used despite almost 50 years of history and a

technological revolution..

The USAFE Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligaﬁee
(DES/1) is nominally the Senior Intelligence Officer (SI0)

responsible for supporting the senior USAF Commander in

Europe -~ the Commander in Chief (CINC) of USAFE (who in his

MNOTO role as Commander of Allied Alr Forces Central Europe
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will be responsible for the bull of the overall air war in
Europe). The WWII experience, discussed in Chapter il, makes
it clear that the DCS/I°s ability to accomplish this task
will be ‘hampered by his lack of control of all air
intelligence assets. He does own a substantial analytical
and targeting apparatus. But SIGINT assets are under the
control of a separate USAFE DCS for Electronic Security whose
command chain is "stovepiped" back to the wtimate control of
USAF Electronic Security Command Headguarterg in San Antonio,
Terxas. ESC Hy, as was pointed out earlier ig, is further
removed: from Air Force control by its operational
subordination to NSA. A similar situation exists for USAFE
human intelligence assets whose stovepipe is back to
Washington, D.C. The DCS/I does control Air Force FPHOTINI.
However his primary photo intelligence organization is
located 70 miles away from the DCS/I7s targeeters and
analysts, making synergistic interaction almost nonexistant.
A similar situation exists in the Pacific Mr Forces. There
is no reason to believe that this fragmented oranization will
have any more luck finding center of gravity targets than
Army Ailr Force did in WWII. The Air Force experience in Lhe
Lorean and Vietnam wars further verifies this judgement az we

shatl see in Chapter IV.
FOSTWAR PERSONNEL AND TRAINING PROBLEMS

Air Force Tntelligence leaders planned Lo maintain «
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lLarge high quality standing force in being following WWII.

fn fack they believed "National security require(d) that
thare be no retrenchment of air intelligence, but rather that
it'e collection and evaluation be expanded and

improved." (19:2)  Therefore the Army Air Force A-2 wanted "a
strong Alr Intelligence Corps of able, specialized, rebular
vificers and a well trained Air Intelligence Reserve, with as

o

many as S50% ot the officers (nolding) flying ratings. (19:2-3)
N total of 35,3588 officers and 6,358 enlisted men (of whom 30%
were reserves) were forecast as being required. This
included 214 active duty officers and 564 active duty
enlisted personnel in Army Air Force Hg. (19:4-6)

Just the opposite occurred. The end of the war brought
& mass exodus of personnel from the Army Air Force. In fact
n the Counter~Intelligence Corps "not one single wartime ...
agent elected to stay on active duty after the war."(20:42)
Nir Force Personnel compounded the problem by making no
efforlt to specifically keep experienced intelligence
personnel 1n the Army Air Force. The drawdown was so severe
that by June 1946 Hg Army Air IForce A-2 had gone {from LIVS
perasonnel to 346, a 70 percent cut. (21:Tab A)  As one Army
Nir Force Colonel said at the time "The Ailr Intelligence
Bystoem thal bad taken almost 4 years to build and perfect
Foll npart in a matbter of months."(21ariéb)

This massive collapse was the begining of a postwar

parocopnnel roller coaster air intelligence has ridden up to
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the present time. The scenario has become predictable, Each
time a war has come along intelligence has been rapidly built
up. When the war ends it is severely depleted. For example
"ag a result of the cold war and Korean crisis the demand
increased for intelligence information to the point that it
(was) necessary to request (significant numbers of)
additional personnel” in the Hg USAF Directorate of
Intelligence. (2231) The "Tarqgets Division increased
substantially in personnel strength" to “38 officers and 2008
civilians" in 1990, (23:11) It grew further the next year to
an authorized strength of 74 officers and 5951

civilians. (24:2) In fact the Air Force became so desperate
in 1952 that "due to the critically short supply -of personinel
for intelligence assignments, arrangements were made to
authorize direct appointments” of officers into

intelligence. (25:12) This move is reminiscent of the WWII
mass induction of officers into air intelligence which
resulted in the guality problems mentioned earlier.

However as the Koprean War ended the intelligence
personnel roller coaster began a rapid descent. By June 1953
"the (Hg USAF Directorate of Intelligence) Deputy Director
for Targets suffered a substantial reduction.”"(26:1) A
similar situation occurred during the Vietnam era.  The net
result of these precipitous personnel drawdowns and
expansions was an inexperienced intelligence corps Just when

the Air Force needed quality intelligence most, during a
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Sshonling war.

Fersonnel quality natwally suffered. As one post-WWT1
intelligence Jeader said, when quality intelligence mf#icers
left after the war "They left little will and testament to
nresarve the intelligence story for the peacetime Air
Force."(7:1) Some of the highest quality men Army Air Force
Intelligence Lrought on during the war were "older men. who
had left responsible positions i business and industry to
sorve with the Army. With the cessation of hostilities,
thewe mon were anxious to return as soon as possible to their
cavilian occupations,. " (2las1é) This gutting of air
intelligence quality caused serious problems in the postwar
pariod. A8 an officer attending the Air Force Air Command
and Gtatf School said in 1949, " until definite steps are
takien Co overcome this quality problem, we run into the:
danger of repeating our past (WWII) mistakes of allawing the
USAF Intelligonce System to be decadent and
et fective, "(27:20)  The same officer was. worried that
"Insufficient prestige and lack of recognition have tended to
discourage competent qualified officers from séekinga:
intel ligence assignments. " (27:31)

A matire braining mechanism could have minimized the
mpact of massive influies of personnel and also gdntributed
tw ieproved parsonnal gquality. Unfortunately air
wntelligence training after WWIT suffered from the same

vrganisational uncertainty as the larger Army Air Forfce
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Intelligence community. 7The centralization impetus was also
the primary cause of the training uncertainty. It led to the
discussion of "integrated intelligence schools, " (28: 1) There
were plans for "all Army Air Force colleges ... (to) inglude
appr-opriate combat intelligence instruction.” (®8:3) But it
was thought that specific intelligence courses, such as the
photo interpretation course abt Lowry AQir Force Rase (AFR) .,
Colorado and the Special Staff School Intelligence Course at
Orlando, Flordia would go away. (28:1)

The Special Staff Course didn”t go away but it did move
to Craig Field, Selma, Alabama in 1944, where it was blacuu
under the Air University. The school had trouble getting
started because of the big postwar drawdown. For extample it
sent 56 students to a course to prepare them to be
instructors in the school. But at the end of the course 253
of the officers were "released from the service ... due to
the Army Ailr Force reduction in force.” (30:32)  Throughout
it*s existance the school suffered from a high turnover ot
personnel and a poor selection of students. Despite these

problems the school established an Ailr Intelligence Staft

Officer’s Course, a Photo Intelligence Officer®s Course, A
Radar JIntelligence Officer’s Couwrse and something called a
3-2/b-% cowrwe.

Another problem for the CGraig Field school was fhe
establishment in 1947 of another intellsgoence school uander

the newly created Air Trainkng ommand. The new achool waes
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firgt set up at Keesler Field, Mississippi and then moved to
Lowry AFHE, Colorado. It's intent was to provide generalized
basic intellagence training to officers. But soon a special
study was conducted to examine duplication in the two
sthools. (3101-4) Attempts were made to eliminate overlap but
a review by the Hg USAF Director of Intelligence in 1948
still showed "needless duplication."(711) As a consequence
the Craig Field operation was closed down. However in 19350
he Statf Officer™s Course was reinstituted at Maxwell AFE,
rakabama.(EE;Iﬁr,:onL9—tn ba closed down again in 1934, (33:26)
Interestingly an Intelligence Staff Officer™s Course was
upened under the overall manadgement of the Air Training
Command at Bolling Field, Washington, D.C. in 1983,

Prior to the reestablishment of the Staff Officer’s
Course the only Air Force trainming avialable for intelligence
ukficers was basic courses for radar and photo interpreters,
$IGINT officers, operational intelligence officers and
targeting officers. For a brief period the radar and photo
schonls were Jocated at Sheppard AFB, Texas. However
eventual’ly they were moved to Lowry AFE where the operational
and taryeting courses were located. SIGINT training was kept
wepairate at Goodfellow AFB, Texas. Recently all basic
irtel Figence training was moved to Goodfellow AFE: As
Thentioned ear Trer stabt fntelliEgence training % conducted at-
Tolling Field aldng with a couwrse for senior intelligence
officers destined to be intelligence directors.
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The co-location of all the basic air intelligence
schools at Goodfel low creates 1nteraﬁtiag Leeaabilitiosg tor
Joint training and Joint understanding in the highly
fragmented air intelligence system. The reestablishment of a
statf air intelligence course and the creation of a senior
intelligencae officer’s directors course is an even moreo
pramising development. It has the potential to create o« hody
of thought and diﬁcugsimn”that zould lead to the devel opment
of new air intelligeﬁce ideas, philugophies and perhapns a

coheraent doctrine.
POSTWAR AIR INTELLIGENCE DOCTRINE

The vast air intelligence experience gained in WWII was
never translated into a coherent doctrine. This lack of a
"will and testament to preserve the intelligence story”(/:1)
has haunted air intelligence for the last forty years, it
has had a profoundly negative impact on attempts to build «
coherent intelligence architecture and guality perannnel and
training structure. As a result of this failure, in 1954,
Major General James Walsh, the head of Air Force Intelligence
1n the late 19507°s, could say "I believe it is not unfairr to
state that as professional intelligence people we have been
disanpointingly slow in understanding the nature of the
presasing problems which are confronting e ™ N Y) The .
lack of 1mpetus and direction more than 13 yeoars after the

end wt WD ve attributable, in large parte fo the (oo tao
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The co-location of all the basic air intelliqgence -
schools at Goodfellow creates i1nteresting pasm;biiiriéa tor
Joint training and joint understanding in the highly
fragmented air intelligence system. The reestablishment of a
staff air intelligence course and the creation of a senior
intelligence officer's directors course is an even more
promising development. It has the potential to create a bhody
of thought and discussion that could lead to the dﬁQéLmeent
of new air interrtééﬁée j-deas, philosnphiea and perhaps. i

coherant doctrine.
POSTWAR: AIR INTELLIGENCE DOCTRINE

The vast air intelligence experience gningd tn2QWIi WAS
never translated tﬂtéga coherent doctrine, This.}ggk~uf A
"will and tectcament to preserve the intelliganca;mtﬁéy”(7{1)
has haunted: aif intelligence for the last forty years. It
has had a profoundly negative impact»on-att@mpts,tu{butrd a
coherent intelligence architecture and guality pﬂradnnmr and
training structure. As a result of this failure, in- 1950,
Major General James Walsh, the head of Air Force Intétifgﬁnre
in the late 1950%s, could say "I believe it is nut,uhiuif'tm
state that as pf@féésfanal intelligence people we h§yﬁ besen
disappointingly slow in understanding the natu#eré%i%?;:wa
pressing problems which are confronting u%."(lﬁrHQ),?ﬂwim
Lack of impetus and direction more than 1% years af@é? the
gnd of WWTL iy attriﬁutahle, in large part, to the Eailure Lo
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echelon. Thus Hg Army Air Force [ntelligence could not
commantd the intelligence arganization of an operating
comnand, for example. Likewise this would make 1t impossible
for an operalting command intelligence organization to command
a wing or group intelligence organization., Imp icit in thie
dictum is the idea that intelligence is basically & staff
function. 45-1 fails Lo recognize the reality of the highly
operational nature of intelligence.

It is certainly arguable, as General McDonald showed,
that intelligence analysis and targeting are, in fact,
operational. But the "function of command principle"
precludes this possibilkity. Analysis and targeting are
considered staff functions, thus leaéing them disconnected
arganizationally from the collection function. ollection
didn * +it neatly into the "function of command” principle
thereore doctrinally collection organizations were not
linked to the larger intelligence arganizations. As we have
seen that resulted in them becoming separate Drgan#zat?mnﬁ
not tied by command to anyone but themselves. Other than
this the major basic flaw in 4%5~1, as in 1-40, i& that it did
not acequately establish a relationship between alr
intelligence doctrine and overall air doctrine. 1t coulkd
have been written for the Army or Navy.

In 1956 a Colonel in the Air War College wrote; “We

still don’t have a clearly enunciated Air Intelligence
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philosophy or an officialy established Air Intelligence
docttine geared to air power® (20:43)  Various Arr University
initelligence course texts for staff officers had been
published since 45-1 in 19446. They loosely covered the
intelligence mission but were not intended to be doctrinal in

nature. A _Handboolk Forr Intelligence Officers., Air Force

- AR N

Manual 200-3, was published in 1933. But it was basically a
ligting of intelligence responsibilities and not a doctrine
publication.

It wasn't until 1974, almost 30 years after WWII, 21
yaars after Korea, and one year after the American withdrawal
from Vietnam, that the USAF published it*s first official

1ntelligence doctrine regulation. Air Force Regulation

200-15, Air Fortce Jntglliqence Functional Doctrine, although

lawaed, was long overdue. It‘s key problem, as with all the

similar documents that proceeded it, is that it fails to

specifically link air intelligence with the unique v

requirements of air power.

Another of 200-15s key praoblems, even in the context of
the broad intelligence doctrine it does cover, is that it
dowsn®t provide organizing principles upon which to base
futwre architectural decisions. It does discuss a "Principle
of Cooperation,” mostly in terms of external players. But it
dogsn”t provide guidance as to how air intelligence is

suppow -Jd ko avoid frageentation interpally. It even
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introduces a concept ot "Intelligence Fusion'" bub it doeg o0
primarily in the context of "highly automated" technology.
The organizational, personnel, and training implications of
fusion are never adequately covered. The 200-15 articulated
"Principle of Flexibility" actually contributes to the
continued rragmentation of air intelligence by proclaiming
"flexibility in collection can be achieved by insuring ACcess
to the largest possible number of jindependent collection
means. "
Chapter S5 of 200—15, "The Intelligence Cycle," is
seriously flawed and fails to draw on a wealth of historical
uperience. Instead of reilocting the highly interactive
intelligence process that evolved in—khe couwrse of the last
three American air wars, it describes 'ntelligence as a
disiointed linear process. It°s description of the
"production phase" of the intelligence cycle gpecifically
leaves a great deal to be desired. 1t never adequataely
breaks down the complex interactive nature of production
which begins with the simple interpretation -of colleated
data, proceeds with the relatively complex esctrapol ation of
this known data into estimates of enemy action and ends with
a decisive targeting strategy.
The followup to target strategy development, shaping e

commander’s objectives, such as McDonald did in conceft with

[

Geneal Spaatz, is not adequately covered. 200~1G Dows tall

CHAPT 111 78 al TNt



ahout the importance of "Obgjectives" under princiﬁiesuanw
addr pesee "Dissemination” in the "Intelligence Ey@te:Chapter“
hut it never covers the subiect holistically, particularly in
the context ot rapid paced air warfare.

The last paragraph of 200-15 "Intelligence Management”
begins to get into the issue of organizing principles, but
only in the broadest way. In stating that “manégeméht of
Intellligence organizations must conform to centralized
wverall direction, coordination and control and decentralized
exeeution, ' 1t restates a long, standing axiomvoprrmad Air
Forge doctrine. Unfortunately 200-15 doesn’t—gp—hg;hibeyond
this broad organizing principle.

It took Air Force Intelligence tén years to ﬁﬁéduﬁg a
another quasi doctrinal document like 200-15. Thiss was Mir

Force Regulation 200-1, Air Force Intelligence Mission and

fe@aponsibililies

dated June 1984, In terms of a clarifying
doctrine 200-1 is a step backwards. Like each doctrine or
quasi ~doctrine publication of Air Force Intelligence ff tails
o e sur rntelligence diﬁéﬁtky to air power. It also fails
to- mention the targeting function under the "Prodgé%ibn:of
Intellbnence” section., Targets does get mentioﬁedfih the
"Npplreations Section” but what might be loosely construed as

A center of gravity discussron gets less than one Sentenge.

"Intellrgence Management” gets very little treatment and no

organizing principleés are are lListed. 200-1 does say that
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organizing prainciples are are listed. 200-1 doeg gay that

the development of intelligence doctri 5 a Hg UGAF ACSL
responsibility. With the publication of only one alr

intelligence doctrine regulation in the history of the USAF,

200-15, thic is a responsibility that needs to be seriously .

addressed.
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0. Army Air Force Proving Ground Command, Army Air
Force Special Staff School, Opefations and Intelligence

Mvigion Unit Historical Report, Jufne - December 1946.

1. Unpublished Letter From Headquarters Air Force
Director ot Intelligence to Commandant, Army Air Force
Hpecial Staf4 School, Subdect; Intelligence Training Frogram.

Dated 50 October 1947.

A2, Headguarter s Aie Foree, Directorate of Intelligence,

Folicy and Management Division History, 1 July 1949 - 31

Decamber 1950,

a0 Headquarters Air Force, Directorate of Intelligence,
Falicy and Management Division History, 1 January - 320 June

{00,

m

. Bayse, William £,, Colonel, Army Air Force. Th

l
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CHAPTER 1V --THE AIR INTELLIGENCE EXPERIENCE IN KOREA &
VIETNAM

The awr intelligence efforts in Korea and Vietnam: would
have ygreatly benefitted from the development of a coherent
doctrine. Many of the organizational and training léssons of
WWIL had to be relearned because of a failure to do this.
Forea and Vietnam were obviously much different wars than
WWEX. As the landmark "Barcus study" on Korea said; "The
problen posed by these Asiatic Armies calls for a revision to
Anicrd dogtrine” (1:14) But géspi¥é the fact that the wars.
vware different the broad demand -on fntélligence was the sé&e;
to find the center of gravity.7'ance these conflictésWEfé
not stratedgic warg in the same—éensgfas WWII the.centefﬂg+
gravity was tactical in nature. The tactical center of V
gravity basically boiled down to destruction of the enemy’s.
fie)d army. The Air Force's fundamental role in thtsféﬁﬁprt

wag interdiction of the enemy’s lines of communication,

AIR INTELLIGENCE IN KOREA

v/

But interdiction against what? None of the pmsﬁméft@mﬁ
on forea angwer this question. But the BDarcus repnrthaéﬁ
propoge & solution; "equipment must be developed which will
"Qnﬂbiv;uuﬁ'a%EFﬁaﬂ$ to seek .out _and attack thg;gngmxfﬁi;;
ef%e@tfvefy, even when he is moving, dispersed, by ntgﬁt as
wel) az by day, across country which offers good
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cover.”(1:114) This "equipment" fix is still being vainly
sought 37 years later by the technorapture aancatng of such
systems as "Assault Breaker," "The Precision Location and
Strike System," and an entire family of high-tech hardware.
S5oma experts even think that human intelligence analysis and
targeting can be largely replaced by computer -derived
artificial intelligence contained in such packages aQ'tha
“Joint Tactical Fusion Program."

But even the Barcus report, in its more lucid moments,
states that the intelligence proﬁkems of Korea are more
organizational and human: than mechanical. Foé estample tﬁe
report states, "In view of the rerurring seriouy- Aumtanrwm of
failure to deteut the presence of tncticnlly decisive
concenti-ations of enemy ground +urggs, 1t muat'bw considerad
that the command use of air Fecmﬂnhainﬁance,7{nc1udtnq the
priority production and dissemination of intelligence ... was
ineffective. G112 35)

As in WWII this "ineffectiveness" was caused by
fundamental arthitetturéi and peraonnel problems that had
their roots in the lack -of a cle&?*uh@erstan@thAOf the: role
of intelligence. This last point'fglundgrscq#ad by tﬁé

Béfﬁus rebort»when it says. “thpre waﬁ a tendanry to ey pedxfa

intelligence to higher headguarters at the pvpunsa n+ (hu
nger.units."iijﬁb) This inabliliity to prioritize r@flertwd

the lack of a clear dogt?ine which further Led tm‘"dnbﬁnﬁh
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msconception of the mission of intelligence.(1:Vol IV, 16)

And doctrine effected architecture. Airiintélligence
was constantly reorganizing at all echelons ihj;h attempt to
fix the combat intelligence problem of finding and fixing
fleeting targetd. At the start of the war the "misconception
uf the role of intelligence in combat operations appears to
have rasulted directly from the location of the intelligence
function wnder the Operations Section of both the Far East
Alr Forces (FEAF) and Sth Alr Force staffs. Here again, as
in the case of FEAF Bomber Command, evidence is furnished
that an intelligence sté&f section cannot perform it’'s
specialized function acceptably as long as it is subordinated
to- the operations function. Intelligence in'Sﬁh Air Force
did nut beyin to accomplish it’s mission éf{éétively until it
war gdeparated from, and made co-equal with, Ehe operations
4unction."(1:1Val IV, 17) 7

But even aftor intellidence was made CDQEQUal with

operabions ot had internal architectural problems which

Targeting continued to be a problem. "There was no master
. plan tor the systematic development of intalﬁtgehce by the

utitization of 1nt9l¥iggﬁce" from multiple collection
o sources. (2sVol 2, 15) 1n fact it wasn’t until almbast 199

thot "the Fhoto Intelligence and Target Section of Sth Mir

Force demonstrated the Iﬂng sought capabihttyﬂéf‘working
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together." (3:56) It wasn't until over a year after the war
started that photo interpreters in a "specialized system”
gained access to other sources of intelligence to hélp thiem
more fully exploit PHOTINT. (1:Vol IV, 14) "Because of these
random and uncoordinated procedures” air intelligence “failed
to fully develdp" center of gravity targets. (2:Vol 2, 19

The fragmented air intelligence structure sesmed to
operate on .an ad hoc, day to day basis without even the
fundamental understanding that it was supposed to be
searching for something largér than tomorrows expedient
tactical targets. As a FEAF postwar report saidy “one
fundamental requiremant for égegution.of any successful
military campaign is knowledge of the enemy."(2:Vol 3, 8)
However intellhigence never provided air commanders an
understanding of the "oriental militarist® and therefore
“failed to prédict the enemy’s countermeasures" to air
éttack.(Z:VoIZ, 8) "If a morée extensive reasearch effort had
been devoted to the preparation of enemy reaction to ... air
attacks, a more accurate appraisal of the value .of térgat
plans would have resulted."(2:Vol 3, 8)

Consequently targeting, the ultimate aim- of air
- intelligence, -was a disaster.. The principal targeting S
auwthori by, which was chaired by an air intelligence mf+1rav"
was the Generxl Headquaters (GHR) Target Group. Of the tirst

27 targets selected by GHO Targets "four ot them did .not
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exiet."(1:21IV, 5) Later a cross check was made 6f all of the
GHR targete and it was found "that aoproximately nineteen
percent of the entire selections of the Group did not exist
and a substantial number of the remaining targets were of
doubtful validity."(1:Vol IV, &) "The principle reason for
theme fantastic selections ... (was) that the GHO Target
Group was untamiliar with time honored intelligence principle
of confirming reported information by checking several
gources. " (J1Vol 1V, 6-7) Incredibly even after these
problems were known single intelligence source target
selectron continued. As the Barcus report says; "the pattern
of invalid targets is not restricted to the early selections
of the Target Group, but is well distﬁib&te@ithrbughout it’s‘
soveral listy of targets.”(1:Vol IV, 7) Eyéntﬁariy FEAF took
over most responsibilities for targeting. This led to maior
improvements.  But even then target "planning was generally
an & short range basis, rather than the gététled analysis
reguired for a major war."(2:Vol 3, 6)

This short range perspective resulted, in part, from
garious personnel and training problems. 7"The most pressing
problem encountered at the outset of the Korean War was the
Jack uf qualified intelligence personnel to cope with sudden
need. for comhat intelligence onNQNZAAhbqpngggisL All.
functrong but those of an Lnmediate: nature ceased ...

"(A:z 175 This personnel problem lasted throughout the war.
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Intelligence personnel were "deficient in numbers and
qualifications."(2:Vol 2, 100) For eirample shortages of
"qualified photo interpreters (both officer and airmen)
constituted a serious limiting factor to operational
gépabilitigs e M (23V012, 104) Rank imbalances at all levels
and poor assignment practices were also a continuing problem.
Ferhaps most important, many intelligence personnel simply
weren’t qualified to be in the business. For example, at the
67 Tactical Reconnaissance Wing "of the airmen assigned 241
had a Courts Martial conviction or an-Article 1% on their
records, 123 were at the 10 (lowest) skill level, and. 136 had
a below IV {(lowest acceptable) averaqg'gptituda'test. This
was a total of 520 or 217% of the total airmen personnel 7
manning. " (2:Vol 2, 107)

The personnel problems were exacerbated by poor
training. "The Korean campaign provided more than enough
evidence to bolster the contention that neqleét,pf
intelligence training during peacetime is a serious mistake,
i that point had not been painfully clear at the outset of
WWII. The Far Eastern Air Force’s ware woetully lacking in
cpmpetent intelligence officers and airmen. Thg quality of
%nstructron~in-inték&igencenschools-must be improved o _
“-(1237)

7 Because of the problems with stateside intelligence

training "lncal action was taken to alleviate the
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srbuation. " (2:Vol 2, 107) A FEAF course in photo
winturpretation was set up early in 19852 at Camp bFajaer,
Japan.  But even this "supplement” failed to completely solve
the quality and numbers problem faced by the AQir Force in
Eorea. (:Vol 2, 108)

The air intelligence experience in kKorea is remarkably
like that of WWII in terms of architecture, personnel and
training and doctrine problems. Despite very different
circunstances and the lessons. of WWII the Air Force continued
to neglect intelligence, at least at the tactical level. As
A consequence the search for thE‘égnterruf gravity was as

Futile in 1952 as it was in 1942,
AIR INTELLIGENCE IN VIETNAM

Only 12 years later againist other "oriental militarists"
In Vietnam air intelligence had a new opportunity to search
for the center of gravity. But fﬁ had even less success in
thig venture than it did in Korea: Throughout the American
involvemerit in the war the USAF never decisively struck at
the enemy tactical center of gravity, his field army. In
1972, seven years after the big American buildup began and
near the end of the direct US involvement in the war, the
princrpalt Mrer Force targeteer-in Vietnam sajd. "Striking the
fleeting target remained a primary problem area. The normal

nominate, 4rag (task aircraft), and strike cycle which
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requires up to three days were not adequate to get the iob
gnne."(4rfb) A 19465-46 report from General Rockly
Triantafellu, an early Chief of Air Force Intelligence in
Vietnam- is strikingly similar. In his end of tour report,
General lriantafellu says, "The pace of the aiF war and the
increased number of combat air units exceeded the ability of
intelligence to optimize the reconnaissance and strike
operations. " (5:3) 1In other words air intelligence STILL had
not caught up with air power.

Once again air intelligence had to resort to an ad hoo,
'@ake it up as you go along,répprqach—tg operaﬁtqﬁu. An
Iriantafellu said, "The around the clock, seveﬁAday a. weel
intelligence operation required all régources>ﬁo Just stay
one day ahead of the air war. There was veryrtiltle‘réﬁerve

€apacity to study the situation and develop the great vdea.

But develépment of the "great idea," definition of the center
of gravity, is of course the principal task of air
tntelligepce.

As we have seen development of tﬁé great idea is
difficult when there is no coherent doctrinal apprcach, When
asked if there were standardized air fntelligeﬁce targeting
—procedures in Vietnam one of the pr1ncxpa1 officaers involved
71n the effort sa:d, “There -were what I would rall some varhul
procedures ~ th1ngs ‘that were passed on from one perﬁun ho

anbther; but at the tlme 1 arrived over there, Lhnreawoau ne
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standard operating procedures written. " (4:8) Not
surprigingly he went on to say, "It was almosc impossible to
come up with a systematic approach to interdiction or even
attrition.” (6:8)

And, &% n Korea, interdiction became the name of the
gamer. Interdiction in Vietnam generally boiled down to the
brute force destruction of “"choke points" such as bridges and
river fords. It was hoped that this would deny the enemy use
of his logistic lines of communication. This broad target
wtrategqy appeared to evolve with very little intellig.once to
either cause it's formulation or to verify it?s ongoing
succesh. A% a consequence it was not.widely understood, even
by operational leaders. As one senior officer involved in
integrating intelligence into strike operations said, "...
with respect to ... a strategy that people understood, one of
the things that was never achieved in Southeast Asia while I
was there was an adequate understanding on the part of strike
‘wing commanders and reconnaissance wing commanders involved
o opurations just exactly what strategy was." (7:37)

Strategy formulation was difficult because of a lack of solid
intelligence. As a former Chief of USAF Targets in Vietnam
Baid, "... W always have the problem of getting good hard
frntabtlrgence upon which Lo bBase our targets. "8:2) :
Without yood hard intelliyence upon which to formulate a V/

target strategy any appreoach to planiting air operations
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became feasable. For edtample early in tharwar the ﬁuéger ot
aircraft available was the chief criteria for deciding which
targets to strike. According to a senior targeteer if the
operations planners "had 20 flights of airplanes ... they
would want 20 targets to fit the 20 flights of airplanes. In
gome instances this gave us less than a 10% chance df

destroying the target."(9:2-7%) Later in the war mrdiﬂancu

T

~ bhecame the driver of targelts. Apparently the Air Fopﬁn "o
got to the point atter a while, that (it) didn’t select
targets based on their value, (but) selected the tardatu ko
fit the weapon."(9i8) ’ 7

Even when thérgeneral concept. of an iﬁterdictiénl
campaign more ar less became the accepted strategy, the
selection of specific targetd within the campaign was driven
more by preconceived ideas than hard intelddgence. Ehr A
period bridges seemed to be the "popular" target regéndleas
of their true value in a tactical c.ntar.nf gravity context.
One disgruntled tdrgeteer deémonstrated how absurd thﬁﬁ policy
was through a ruse, "... in dne case we took a prcturé:af the
Golden Gate Bridge, and superimposed it over some photography
of North Vietnam and put it out in the boondocks with no
roads teading tuﬁ§t>and»ﬁdunﬂp§gvawal:opeﬂgtipnal,ntiﬁﬁﬂhﬁ

who wéntéd to go out and strile it immediately hngaqé& theare

was a bridge standing erect. We told them, "there are no

roads going to that particular bridge." They rebktaﬁg "It
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doeun®t male any difference it's a lucrative taﬁget,"}lgzé)

In other cases internal pnliti@é'wére more iﬁﬁortant fm
targeting than intelligence:. The B-52 héav*’bdmberf"aré
Light" strikes, for example, were often tasked in regponse to
Us Army politics according to a senior Air Force targeteer
serving in the ﬁLlitary Assistance Command, Vietnam (MAGV) Hg
in Saigun. Opparently Army officers at MACV made there )
,dwc;mions on loyic such as "Well General so and 8o in [ Corps
tof South Vietnam) hasn’t had any strikes for a,gbupké:qf

weeks 5o lets® give him a couple tonight,"(10:12) According

to the Al Force targeteer "As often as not, the intellidence

recomtendations were eo@gkg;gkxaigggggg Cemphasrgraaded by—
AP cR)-. "0 TR) 7 i

A5 in WWIT and Koraa the ﬂr@gmgntatipnﬂofstﬁé-
intellagence structure was the key,cbht@%butfng:factpﬁ'to;xhe

targeting debacles It was very difficult to construct a

convincing center of gravity targeting campaign ‘because of
{the multitude of pféyéﬁﬁffnvélygd:ﬁﬁfﬁhé—taﬁgetiﬁgxbusfneﬁs. 7
T South Vaetniam MACV was the~éh¥gf tékgéttng:auﬁhﬁrﬁty.

Strites on the South often had tQ{DE'fUFthEF—GDDFd}hﬁE&d
through South Vietnamese political Qng'mikﬁtaﬁy—auﬁhéﬁﬁties,
The out country, or North Vietnam, Lads, and Cambodia wars;

Nir Force Hg £ Saigon and:the—NavyﬁBZTégk Force 7?ﬂ@pépap$ng -

in the oulf of $onkxq.i The,HSiEmbassy:Enthentafne,,Léaﬁ
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often had to be coordinated with prior to air strikes in that
country. The quality of coordination betwsen the Navy and
Air Force concerning air strikes varied throughout thﬂiwar.
But the split responsibilities and relative independeﬁcé of
operations tended to minimize rather than maximize the
coherence of strikes against prospective center of gravity
targets. Playara external to the wary the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and other Washington authorities (including the
President aﬁq'his staff), the Commmander in Chief ngtfim4
the Commander in Chief Pacific Air Forces:; and the GCommander
in Chief Strategic Air Command also had a say in the condoct
of the air war. Each of these playefs—had—fhnir mwnk
intelligence and targeting staff with théir own agandasrann
interests. A ~

Despite this {argettng,¥ragmentatrdn?£t seemnsd Flkely
that if 7th Air Force had Q@haged‘to develop a coheraent
decisive tgrgéting strategy, backed up yﬁth‘reaﬁénnbtw
intelligence, then it cgufaphave st the: alr war agenda.
McDonald’s example of proving il was the center of gravity
despite the targeting aﬁd—pnlitical fragmentation of WWI1 15
a case in point. The stakes were certainly higher in the

earlier war but good solid intelligence provided the "selling

power" necessary to win the center of gravity argummnt!
Because of the internal architectural frqgm&ntaé%mn of

Air Intelligence in Vietnam a similar "selling effort" was
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never convanengly made.  Colionel H.P.‘Smith~&1at9rva Ma:jor
beneral) was Director of Targets at 7th Afr‘Fdrcé duffngjtﬁéi
helgth of the bombing campaign. He provides us with the Ley
reason for this failure, "The fact is that in 1967 and 1968 7
in 7th Air Force Intelligence there was not nearly as much
fusion of all source intelligence as there should have
haen, " (1T1126)  The continuing functional division of theé Air
Foarce intQA5eparatevchanneyized,cqllectign,and analytical
dlscaplines. made all source fused production of ihteliigen;ei
enctranrcdinari by diffarault,

The €irst 7th Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for
Intelldyence, General Traintafellu, gttgmptéd togoveF€Qmé
this functionalist approach -and get ﬁhe,afr intelligence
community to work as a fusion taam,i But asfhe~said, "Lt—waé
ven 4he time it took to convert the available intelligence
gpecialists with their varied experience into an,gf%eﬁtive
combal intellbigence -organization, that pmééenﬁedfmgmtmtzing
the full capability of the Air Forces .:."(5:é)> The fact is
the "gspeciealiats” acxivety'réﬁigtéﬂ=ﬁhe General s efforkts to
break down the functi-onal appreach. Therefore he took
edtraordinary staps:tﬁatneétaianhdktstit “combaﬁ iﬁtﬁfkigﬁnée
organization. "

——Fore =s.=:>’9§mpzke=, . fFr::isahtriﬁéxliLu -too k. H Ls. brightest young. 7—:1 —
ot eer, Lisutenant Ggﬁmnel Jim~Eﬁne¥7€Iaté?:a:ngur

General), and put him i&n charge of specially created hybrid
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targeting/FHOTINT team known as thdvimrg«t Intel gence
Center (later called the Target Development Center). The
center was designed to fuse all source intelligence under the
firin hand of Enney, a targeteer. Enney, in a interview after
his Vietnam was completed, correctly explains that fusion was
nothing new (as we have seen McDonald had his paople do it in
WWIT)., EBEut as he said, "I already told you that there was
nothing new learned down there, somebody knew it and forgot
it «:."(12:10) He proceeds to expand on thiws doctrinal
failure, " One of the mbst important lessons ... celearned
was the absolute requireméﬁt that personnel he 7
mission-orientad. We had people over there who thought thatr
you shouldn’t tell a bhbtoffnterpratgrrahything about what he
was looking at because he would have started seming things on
a target. That is one school ot thought, but I dbn‘t
substribe to it. Personnel must continually he provided
available data on the war effort and the varimua—éhuwt and
long term air campaign objectives. If a guy ungépﬁtandu that

he does a much better Job."(12:10) Enney alen was a sbtrong

believer in all source analysis. He says, "In our Target
Development shop we did what General Triantafellu Hkes to
call fusing, although hecause of security probrqm§£>g.ﬁ.,rweg&;
didn”t 'have that many guys cleared for SIGINT), Qa qad to qé,
over to the warning vah to use (SIGINT). The (SIGINT)

information was sanitized and we were able to use it.~— wWe
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woitlel only zay there was a lot of activity in a ceriaiﬁ area
ang not indicate where the information came from." (12210-11)

Unfortunately after General Traintafellu and Lieutenant
Golonel Enney left Saigon the PHOTINT function became
spparated from the targeting function again. Colonel Leorard
Bull the 7th Air Force Director of Targets in 1969-70
describes Lhe situation, targeting "could have been more
effective i+ we had had our photo interpreters working more
closely with analysts. We were separated there and you lose
the tace to tace exchangoe where the analyst can guide the
photo interpreter a little ..."(B213)

Lieutenant Colonel David Blackbird (later a Colonel) a
senior targeteer in the period immediately after Traintafeliu
and Enney leflt (1966—-67) explains the functionalist problem
in much the same way, it "Became more and more clear to me
e that the people engaged, particularly in photo
erplostation, simply must have contact with all of the
information in their particular area, including strike
oper ations - whats being struck, the rationale behind it,
what enemy activities or lack of activities motivated a
partrcudar strategy for a strile, (7:20) But as he says, "1
Lalkecd to a pumber of (FPHOTINT) people engaged in the target
development proceds who were what T will call source fgguged.
They wimply didn’t believe that a target existed unless they

couwld see 16 on a photo." (7:20)  He points out that the
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FHOTINT leaders were ignoring SIGINT for ecample. Blackbirdg
"discovered that, though instructions had previously exiated
with respect to the exploitation of SIGINT for targeting.
this had fallen into disarray and disuse."(7:20) In other
words air intelligence in 7th Air Force had stratified along

functional lines much the same way it had been in 1943 and

In fact it became sou stratified that the lower level
workers in the functional areas began to ond run the formal
functional structure in an attempt to get the job done. For
example junior officers and enlisted personnel in 7th Air
Force's primary PHOTINT organization, the 12th Reconnaiussance
Technical Squadron, were taking "hot" photographs with
Iucrative targets on them directly to the targeteers whn were

integrated into the strike decision making mechanism, in an

effort to get timely attacks made. As Blackbird says, "This

of course wired completely around the entire (functional)
organization ... but the structure is ... such that f your’e
going to act very rapidly ... you simply have to work out
some system for conveying information ..."(7:40~41) The
functionally oriented air intelligence "system" was just
simply unable to rapidly convey the information. And the
information that it has o convey was not all source 1n
nature. MAs General Traintafellu said, the air intelligence

system was incapable of keeping up with air power.
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The only air intelligence organization that appeared to
come cluse to meeting the timeliness and accuracy
raeguirements of tactical air power in Sotheast Asia was Task
Force Alpha. Tamsk Force Alpha was a hybrid organization
created in Thailand in 1967. It was specifically responsible
for monitoring acoustic and seismic sensors implarted al ong
North Vietnamese lines of communication in the Laotian
panhandle area known as Steel Tiger. This program, with the
mvefall code name Igloo White, was designed to detect
logistic movement along the trail network in Steel Tiger.
Tawk Force Alpha fused the sensor data with human
intelligence reporting (primarily frgmrspétial teams located
along the trail net) plus PHOTINT and SIGINT. Intelligence
and targeting personnel would then provide the resultant all
source product directly to operational personnel co-located
in Task Force Alpha, known as Sycamore Control.

Sycamore Control had the authority §d~diréct1y tashk
alroraft attacks on the intelligence derived targets. This
cEosed loop process reverified the WWIT lesson provided by
Spaats: and McDonald that intelligence .and operations must be V/
part of a seamless process.  OFf course given the tactical
nature of the war in Southeast Asla the interaction o4
oparations and intelligence had to occur lower down the chain
of command, but the fundamental principle 1s the same. As

the Chief of Targets .at Task Force Alpha said, "I think that
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the need to have a good intelligence organization, which was
essentially represented by Task Force Alpha, co-located with
a control eleément (Sycamore Control) ié an abaulgte

must. "(1038) “"Good intelligence" wasiprpvided b; having
photo interpreters integrated into'Tauk'quca Alpha so that
face to face discussions could occur between targatéaﬁ,
analyst and photo interpreter. Unfortunately the—Tagﬁ Foree
Alpha story was the exception to the rule of a fragmented
functionally organized air intelligence architecture in
Southeést Asia. ;

Clearly cehtralizéd,ﬁammandrof air intelltgenca\@aﬁ
reqguired to fix the problem of fragmentafton.’ General
Triantafellu’s "effective combat intéltfgenca organization”
or General McDonald’s "“Air Intarhiguncquummqnd“ wnre'
required to bring cohesion and focus. Aﬁ the senior ;
targeteer at Task Force Alpha said, "I do feel that there are

more steps we can take toward the integration of more sources

of intelligence at a single focal point under good
‘management. 1 think if we achieve that sort of objectivie,
pulling all of our intelligence into a central powant in the
conbat theater for target development purposes and asseessnent
purposes we waL improve our targeting."(10:17)

Unfortunately a sing}eﬁair inﬁélrigencéféﬁd ta?&ét:né.ébmmand
focal point wasvhevér established and atil] dme@ nmﬁﬁhu}et

within the American Tactical Air Forces.
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Alr intelligence in Vietnam suffered‘#fom,méﬁyiofAthe
name personnel and training difficulties that were seen in
korea and WWIT. Targeteers, the most criticalleiemeht iy

wartime intelligence, were particularly ill equipped to

handle thelr responsibilities. There was no fofFmal tarFgets

wchool during this era and no "manuals that tell a person how
to select targets. " (11330) Sinte most of the targeteers cams

from tho Strateqgic Air Command where fixed large target

complaxes were the norm, they were not prepared to deal with

the highly mobile ambiguous targeting envidrnment of
Southeast Asia. Consequently there was a steep: learning

curve involveds As Colon&l Bull said, “We had very few

~qum1i£i@d‘tawget§ officers. In fact, thg;e:wag:gné'ttmé wheén

we had Jjust one individual wfthewe;poﬁge#tngﬁtrafningrr Mogt:

of the people wq‘hgdrwereiéhtry laeval péépté; mbsgky £rom
Strategic Alr Cgmmané'wtng interiigente,p?pgrams;éwéuﬁ) 7
The air interkﬁgén;e'tﬂaintng appaﬁatusawgskés-pqérty
prepared to handle Vietnam as it had been Korea, The Air
Intelllgence Training Center had~tgfmakef"tts-sfghiﬁi¢ﬁnt

changew In course matei-ials as a result of lessons learned in

Vietnam. " G131 In the meantime intelligence operations

aswffered, QS—mnpvauhg officer said, "... I’éaakyvdbﬁrt

Cthink the people, including mysel#, were properly prepared

For these agsignments (to*V@etnamﬁ;f{i4;i¢—12)

Nir intelligence in general was not prepared- for
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Vietnam. General Hunter Harris, the Commander in:uhxﬂf4m+
Facifie Air Forces from 1964 through 1947 saw tha~pe#fnrmance
of air intelligence from a front row seat in the early days
of the war. He commented in 1967, two yearsa aftwr‘tée
begining of major air operations, that "adequate intelligence
is still lacking."(18:63) In 1973 as America began its pull
out of major forces from the war it was "still lacking.”

The most reémarkable aspec£ of this failure is that it
stemmed from the same bhasic causes that have existed since
WWII. The architectural, personnalrénd training, and
doctrinal problems simply were néverifixedy T

Carl Faysen®s 1947 commeénts ianHaFTéR—II, for examplea,
about intelligence architecture in WWII are instructive. Jts
warthwhile to remember his dtgcussibn of the Alkﬁéd'ﬁanﬁral

(photo) Interpretation Unit at Medmenham, in which the

commander thought "that interpreters should be kept fﬁé@&gfﬁ‘

contamination by other intelligence information, i@ﬁﬁ%@ﬁﬁb{

Y

information bias their interpretation."” Contrast tht% Q?&ﬁ:
the strikingly similar comments by Jim Enney thafJﬁWﬁfhau '
people over thaﬁé {in the 13th ReconnaisSance Tg&hnical
Squadron) who thought that you shouldn’t tell a thto
ingerpretEf anyghgng apuut what he—qaﬁ looking at bepcause he
would stairt seeing things on a target." (123-10) %hm Raﬁfﬁr
functionalist "ééuf@é focused" mindaet that 1ad;g§ a

4

fragmented air intelligence organizational archtﬁamh@rw~hmd
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not changed at all.

Nor were alr antelligence personnel any mord well
prepared or Lrained to fight in Vietnam “han they had been in
horea, Recall the parcus report claim that "The most
preasing problem encountered at the outset of the Korean War
was the lack of qualified intelligence personnel to cope with
the sudden need for combat intelligence on a 24 hoyr basis.
ALY Functaions but those of an imnediate nature ceased
aa 193 Contrast this with General Triantaftellu’s
comment that T4 was ... the time it took to convert the
avallable intelligence gpecialists with their varied
auperience into an effective combat intelligence organization

that prevented maximizing the full capability of the A

Forces. Ffhe around the clock sevéen day a week intelligence

operration regquired all resources to just stay one day ahead
of tho air war., There was very little time to develop the
graat idea." (G5 1T

troat 1deas are generally not created in a vacum. They
come from the well-spring of fotused thought that is
contained in a voherent doctrinal foundation., This is

particularly vital in the early chaotic stages of war when

the fog and friction are most prevalent. The role of

mtellHgence (s o provide focus, to help formulate
vbhijectives, to find the center of gravity. But as each of

Americe’s modern wars has shown this is impossible without a

v
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coherent air intelligence doctrine. As General Spaatz said,
"air intelligence is unigque" and therefore it requires a
unique doctrine. But General Arnold’'s comment that "QOur pant
concepts of intelligence needs were insufficient to cover the
bagic requirement of modern war," which sounds very simiiar

to the Barcus Report comment on the Korean war that thera was
"a basic misconception of the mission of intelligence," (1:Vol
IV, 16) indicates that such a doctrine was not available in

the 1950s*. And by the 19608 and 708’ "... things were still
being passed from one person to anothet—..; with nothing

Written..." (6s8)
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CHAPTER V' ~- AIR INTELLIGENCE TODAY

The Air Force can®t attord to go into the next war
without an uwnderstanding of what the "air intwlligence
migsron' ra. Tt's well past time to "wfite" down basic
principles bo guide the formation of a coherent air
Intelliyence system to meet future challenges.

In the postwar era strategic air intelligence
received most of the attention while the tactical air
intell fgence world was & pnqﬁ—cmustn-aesptte the fact that we
fuught two tactical air wars during the period. Today there
15 oA convergence of demands facing the tactical and strategic
Ay intelligence worlds. Tactical air wars will still be
primarily involved with finding fleeting targets, principally
an enemy’s logistic support and his field'army. The change
has come in the strategic world. Todays strategic
counterforce targeting must ihCﬁeasfng}y concern itself with

mob: le targets such as the new Soviet Intercontinental

Ballivtic Missile the 88+25 and trainborne command pdsts.

therafore the broad principles which govern air intelligence
ductrine rn,théitactical world will also be applicable in the
akrategic world, Thus the remainder of this paper, while

prrmar 1 iy devobted to air intelligence support o+ tactidal aar

Cowarfar vy WITE abso have aeandng for steabegre air warfare.

AIR INTELLIGENCE CHALLENGES .
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The tactical air intelligence agenda for the
forseeable future has been set by the evolution of US Army
Doctrine. Modern Army Doctrine, which evolved in the 1970s”
and matured in the 1980s’, is known aw the Airl.and ﬁﬁttlm.
Army Field Manual 100-5, QOperations, articulates the Airl.and
Battle doctrine in center of gravity terms. For axnméln, it
gtaten that the essence of operational warfare "is the
ldentification of the enemy’s center of gravity - his spurce
of strength or balance -~ and the concentration of ﬁuéqriur
tombat power against that point to achieve a dectsﬁya
75ucte95.”(1=101 100-5 goes on to say, "At any Iavék
(strategic, operational or tactical), identifying the enemny’s
center of gravity requires extensive .knowledoge of his
aorganizational make-up, operational patterns and physical and
psychological strengths and weaknesses. " (1:180) Géining thig
Mextensive knowrédge" is one of the primary tasks of awr
intelligence in the Airland Battle. 7

According to 100~-5 a major task of the Air Fhﬂcgvtn
AirLand Battle is to strike deep against an enemy’s torcwes as
they come forward to the battlefield., These forces, commonly
known as the second echelon, will ‘be "delayed, deﬁﬁruymd or
disrupted” by airpower in air interdiction or "4&11Qw;un
forcas atfaqk’gﬁxpefare they can af&gmt the autmm@g;pf the
forward battle being prosecuted by United ﬁtatmvaCmQLerrau
&gainst the enemy®s first echelon. '

The attack of follow-on forces i's not a new Nir Force
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whtrategy. Jt was the basic approach in Korea and Vietnan.
However , today’s Alrland Battle doctrine and the follaw-on
forces attack targeting strategy were promulgated for a more
urgent st of of reasons. The principal driver was the
inereasingly gquestionable credibility of tactical and

. atrategic nuel dar deterence in light of a massive Soviet
bui Ldup in nuclear forces. At the same time éonVEntinnal
striking power has improved by an order of magnitude because
ot technological breakthroughs in the area of microcircuits.
The snvention and dramatic improvements in the "chip" have
led. to the development of an entire new family of precision
weapnns and related delivery systems., Head of pin laser
yuided and electro-optical bombs and .very accurate
actpusition sensors have made the AirLand Battle doctrine and
fallow-on forces attack targeting strategy feasable. They
have also placed tremendous new demands onJUnited States Air
Force Air Intelligence.

Air intelligence is the key imperative to success ot

0l Low-on forces attack. Only air intelligence can provide
the center of gravity targets reguired. Army spokesmen have
unheguivically stated that the "linchpin ... to the entire

- Jollow-on forces attack operational concept, is accurate and
tamely intelligence on enemy forces ... "(2:131)  Army Field

S ) Manumt 00 5 qlso states that "rollecting thio pordchabrbe

fanformal ron rogquires intel Ligence from all sources, including

tactical and stratoegic sensors.” (22131)
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The basic task facing air intelligence iw the definition
of decisive center of gravity points of abttack in near real
time within a potentially massive and haighly mobile €0l Low-~on
force target set. Thia is no mean feat as air intelligence
found in Korea and Vietnam. Even the highly regarded lsreali
air intelligence system found this difficult to do during the

1972 Arab=~Isreali war. On numerous occassions Isreali RF-4

reconnaissance aircraft shot photos of Eygptian supply

columns backed up at vacious choke points in the desért.
However before the photos could be processed, aswessed and
the information delivered to aperational decision makﬂrﬁ the
Eygptian trucks had dispersed. 7
The US Army is attempting to improve on the uSAé and
Isreali record with a concept they calil intelligence

preparation of the battlefield. Intelligence preparation of

the battlefield basically consists of getting ready now to

fight the war. The USAF ‘has not established a comparable
approach. An Air Force Intelligence preparation of ihe
battlefield approach could be broken down into thrﬂegbwmad
rrategories: :

1. THe tirst category might be térmed one of FQCUB.

This wnufdchnsist of the peacetime definition of afbﬂwc»mu

_enemy follow-on forces attack center of gravity. Today the

. R SR R - -
conventional wisdom is that generic "tanks" in ﬁetecﬁpd ariny
formations are the center of gravity. Howcever, giveij the

large number of "tanks" in such theaters as Contral o ope
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coanventional wisdom in the Air intelligence community today

thiew 14 no more dely to be more & center of gravity than
uoner e adrorafl production was in the bombang of Garsany n
WWIT. Therefore a more detailed "tracing" process is v
ragquitred to pinpoint decrsive valnerabilities which might
et wilhin a tank formation or army. Perhaps, for example,
a ey command and control node or logistics bottleneck.

».  The second category could be characteri:zed as one of
vrtablishing & PROCESS. This 1s the requirement to construct
in prare, crists and war, a processing system to direct the
coliectron ot multiple sources o+ information on potential
tolkow-on torces attack centers of gravity, rapidly fuse thas
data 10to o holistic arr intniligen¢é’picture‘o+ the
situation and then pinpoint potential centers of gravity for
cummander’ s interest or, in war, for attack., The
v/
1a Chat collection, analysis and dissemination are separale
dirscpd rnes reguiring ceparate ordganizational architectures,
Howsver air rn§ulltgenu@”hishwwy and the tromendous
compleritios of the follow-on forces attack strategy demand a
change te thas approach. A change which recognizes that air

intelligenre 1s a highly interactive process demanding an

operational orrentation from the dissemination end of the

intel | igence cycle to the collection end. To be successful it

requif e an i dntelligence command structure an control ol

the epntirve process and a continuwing dialogue with +lying and

gqrownt operationat decision makers,
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3. The final category might be termed PEACETIME
FREPARATION. Thia basically consists of mnérc1ﬁinq t-he
established air intelligence process in peacetime turtnﬁurw
its validity to meet peacetime air intelligence needs and ko
prepare a personnel cadre to operate in war.  An unwitiling,
hut active, partner in this effort is the potential enemy.
Since he must exercise his forces in peacetime and since we
have an active air intelligence apparatus which 16 char qedd
with monitoring his activity the focus and the process can be
tested constantly in near-real-time in the real world. Mot
only does this insure the validity of the air intelligence
process and focus but it also inéureﬁ that air fntelligmnce
personnel are being prepared tn,meet»ihe demandg ﬁf’hﬁﬁ

follow-on. forces attack stﬁategy.

Unfortunately one of the {ew steps that air antelkliguence
has taken in this direction haﬁrfallén by the wayside. Thiw

was the process known as Rapid Targeting Capability Burope,

which was started by General Chuck Donnel Ly, +mﬁmmr CINGLISAKE
and ‘his DES tntelligence, General Lenny Feroots, ltlﬁam A
attempt to establish a doint Army—-Air Force Iﬁta]]igéhaw
systems architecture to rapidly collect, fuse and nominally
target, with strike planners, real world military ﬂnéranae
activity.  Rapid Targeting Capability BEurope wam,fmﬁygrdeqiyu
Hg Army and mvr Forcea in Washington as bhe ﬁznnrlnitqtivm
undér the high visability Jownt Grmiﬁﬁtr Foree LHJLR&;VQh
Program established by the respective Chieds of Stokk.  Thes
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Tater progr am, agreed to an an Memarandum of Agreement signed
By the Chieis 1n May 1984, was designed to fix long standang
problems thr ough the éﬁtablishm?nt of doint doctrine and
doint funding of programs. Certainly deep targeting of
flecting taraets was a leng standing prablem Qorthy of
resolution. LW's still a problem. As the botnt Initatives
sludy pointed out, "Freld exercises (su&h as Rapid Targeting -
GCapapility Buwrope) on the rear area battle had reveéled aﬂ
acute naed for more intelligence and target support‘for that
tacet of dirkand Battle. " (3:70) In other words nothing has
changed since WWIL, FKorea or Vietnam. However, despite this
"acute reer' rnctative 32 lies dormat at this time.

(‘Lear by air intelligence must begin to work on
intelligence preparation of the battlefield and 1t’s
woncomitant rapid tawgeting'@rmblem. This proﬁlem
paradosicaldly will be béth simplified and complicated by the
profiteration of technolmgy‘thaf the Airtand Battle doctrine

antd follow-on forces attack targeting strategy generated.

THE AIR INTELLIGENCE TECHNOLOGICAL CHALLENGE = :

Une of the principal. technological challenges fac.ng avr
kel ligence 115 bhe histor-cal ﬁrablem of staying ‘ahead of

opar ational capabidities. In essence air intelligence must

~mnbety bhe acturacy -and thoelbeness of atr power. Marshal

Mit:olai Ogarkov. former Soviet Chiet of the‘Gené?al Statf and
now Head of the Western High Command facing NATO, has
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characterized the new high-tech conventional weaponﬁrbuinq
produced in the west as having the same characteristics an
weapons of mass destruction, i.e., nuclear and cheamical 7
Weapons.

Ogarkov is correct. A WWIT heavy bomber group equipped
with the accurate Norden Bomb Sight and B~17's capable of
carrying increased bomb loads were able to destroy a critical
industrial complex in WWII. Today one F-111 with précision
guided munitions can destroy the most critical eélement within
a critical industrial, miliéary or logistics target{%et. In
okher words accuracies have improved by an ordeir of -
magnitude, resulting in a significant tqcreas@ in potential
air power leathality. The pivotal question today, ag it was
in WWII, is "what’s critical,” and given the improved.
mobility of most potential target sets, "where is 1% Aif
intelligence in WWIT failed to answer thi:a queation in
Europe, until late in:- the war -—iit didn’t match the -accuracy
of the operations it was supporting. 'Bgsad on the recent
experiences in Korea, Vietnam, and in the forementioned very
recent "field exercises” it is still behind the air~éowar
curve. 7

But technology also offers some promise ot helping air-
iﬁtelliggnce get ahqéd of air powar operations. s a rocent
Rand study said, we " are on the brink of a aignrfinaut;
breakthrough in real-time combat fntelkigence—cplieégimn anJ'
dissemination."(4:10) The TR-1 (upgraded U-2) ﬂriveﬁ»
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lactical Reconnarusance System, Joint Stars (JSTARS)-,

Frecision Location Strike System (PLSS), Assault Breaker and

other high-tech collection and strike systems promise to

provide a flood of near-real-time sensor information. They
are today's tactical Pie Faces, Pied Ripers and Daisy Maes.

Unfortunately there is a growing body of opinion in the
tactical operations community, with some support by high-tech
advocataes in the intelligence community (primarily the SIGINT
community), that direct attacks on this unanaly:ed
rntelligence sensor data is the wave of the future. In fact
FLES, JETARS, and other like systems are predicated on
practly this concept. This approach, while certainly solving
the intelligence timeliness problem, .is likely to cause
seriouws accuracy difficulties. It presupposes that éevery
taryet s a center of gravity in and of itself, somewhat akin
to the "bridge mentality” that gripped operational planners
i-n Vietnam. This approach also ignores the demonstrated
tover and deception capabilities of even the most primative
of ouwr potentaal enemies., This does not negate the growing
sophistication and speed of the emerging high-~tech sensors.-
Kather it implies that the air architecture must be

restructured if the USAF hopes to fully capitalize on these

new capabilrties.

The challenge facing the air intelligence community i

to turn this flood of rapid fire data into meaningful center

of gravity targeting information for timely attack. The
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high-tech advocates have an answer to this challenge in the
form ot potential new intormation processing technologies
such as the Joint Tactical Information Distribution System
(JTIDS) and the Joint Tacticdl Fusion PrbgramA(JTFPij The
most optimistic of the technolgy true helievers think that
the use of artifical intelligence in these systems can
replace human(inteltigence analysis, In fact the compuler
hardware to do human like<thinking i% almnat available. The
raw power and-blazing speeds of tomorrow’s super computirs
is, as a receént Time magazine article said, "beyond human
comprehension. " (5:54) 7

But as the Time article also points out "The péradon'af
the heart of today’s computer science iﬁ;&haé the mbmt
powerful computing machines ére essentially diub
brutes..."(5:56) In other words the hardware ravolution aﬁd
the Sottware revolution (software being the AFﬂgFamﬁ‘Qf
brains of the computer) are at dt%féréntvgtagém of
deévelopment. Without smart software JTEP and JT1I0S .are
simply collections of machinery. Not surprisingly hoth
programs are suffering huge cdst overruns and,delayﬁ:in
p%ocﬂre@ent hecause of chronic software,prmblémm.

Even if breakthroughs in software technology all ow Lhef
development of artifical intelligence expert or knd“}égu -
based systems a maior problem will remain. The problem 1s
that there are very few, 1+ any, people in air antelliyonce
today who aro “expert or knnwledgablﬂ"rﬁnmugh +0 hofpltha
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suttware wisards produce programs that can think Tikévan
Analyst or Largeteer. The Army is doing its hgmewnrﬁ,mnrthé
tlone battle with its intelligence preparation of the-
hattletieldy work. But as was pointed out earlier no one in
air intelligence is doing comparable work for follow-=on
forces attack in the deep battle. air intelligence must
produce a cadire of smart analysts and targeteers who think
and broathe intelligence preparation of the battlefield on
the deep battle as part of their day to day jobs before
artifiral antelligence software for the JTFF can bhe

devel oped.

1n the meantime the sensor revolution is }ikely*td—bgf' v/(

womewhat akin to the radar revolution of WWII. Radar made it
posnible to determine "something" was out there. But it teok
humans to characterize what that "something" was and*what
parts of it were most important tp attack. The task +acing
alr intelligence in the sensor and automation age will be
gimilar but infinitely more comples. 7

The complerity results from the amount of high spéed u///
ambi-guous snformation coming from a variety of media which
miinlk be deall with., All of the various airv intelligéncé
tollectron and analytical disciplines will have to work as
synerglatic team to determine the "something® thats out 7
there.  Unce that s determined thé targeteer wbﬁﬁihgﬁwfﬁff”
the oprratoonal planner will have to determine what Lo attack
whon,  This presupposes o hierarchy of tasks arranged i a
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vertical processing continuum from (1) simple intnrhretatimn
of a particular medium, such as FHOTINI, through (25 FugLan 7
of multiple sources of interpreted data, to (3) operational
analysis of the fused product in an effort to characterize
the developing battlefield situation, and finally to (4)
determination of centers of gravity for immmediate and long
range targeting o conjunction with operational planpers.
Implicit in this highly operational process is a singularity
of command direction and constant interaction up aﬁd:dmwn'thﬁ
process to ensure all source, all discipline interaction.
This all source, all discipline vertical tnte]ligéncé COMman el

-

structuwre must be base lLined with a—boherent doctrine.
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CHAPTER VI ~- AN AIR INTELLIGENCE DOCTRINE. FOR THE FUTURE. -

I is well past time for ailr intelldgence to
translate it's experiences from WWII, Korea, Viétnaﬁ‘and
recent field exercises into a coherent doctrine specifically
aimed at supporting air power. This doctrine must be rooted
in historical experience but also must take into account new
technologies and theories as they become ayailable.. It mast
serve as a spring-board to action in terms of nrgant}ational
architecture,rpersonnol policy and training.

The remainder of this paper is intended to serve as a
point of departure for development of such: A doctriﬁg. It
provides historically vakidated%kuyvareas for conusideration
in future dottrine development. Hopefully 1t will spur an
ongoing dialouge on the vital issue éf designirvig- an air

interligence doctrine specifically to support air power.
AIR INTELLIGENCE TO B8UPPORT AIR POWER

How can air intelligence be tied more clotely to air
power? It has to start with a consideration of air power

doctrine. -Air Force Manual (AFM) 1-1, Basic Aerospace

Doctrine of the United States Air Force is the Awr Force's
basic doctrinal bible. 1-1 makes jtﬁcleahfthatmagr{épwwrﬁ}m
fundamentally offensive in nature. The ultimate guéi of an
Air Force being destruction of an enemy's center m+,érnv1ty,

Therefore it naturally follows that the hirghest goal of axy
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mbelligence is to support the offensive nature of air power
anel defaime Lhe canter of gravity 4or the Aar Force‘eommander,

AFM 1 -1 liats two primary tactical offensive
misyonss drr anterdiction (A and offensive counterair
LA . Miwsiong that are not primarily offensive in nature
arge conwidered anabling missions. That is, they are
necesgary to accomplishment of the basic offensive mission.
Primary tactical enabling missions are; suppression of enemy
air defonses (SEAD) and defensive counterair (DCA). Just as
Air Force operational commander®s have enabling missions, air
intel ligenco also has enabling missions (functional
collection, operational analysis, etec) which permit the
principal intellectual task to occur .- - determination and
targeting of the center of gravity. Air intelligence
doctrine must coherently aim the entire intelligence process
at accomplishment of this doctrinal goal.

Mr intelligence doctrine must be written in the
context of each of the primary air power missions listed in
1~1. Currenlly air intelligence doctrine, such as it is, 1s
written primarily in terms of the intelligence production
cyrle rather than the air power operations it supports.  This
Fragmented cycle must be expressed as a seamless process that

wndes and beging with operational actions. Further, it must

Jparty slate the timeliness and accuwracy requirements ot oaoere -

intel figence in terms of each of these missions.

Tt -must get information to the combat forces 1n each
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mission area at a speed that exceeds that of the +orces
engaged and with an accuracy that matches &hm accurnéy of
their delivery systems. Air intelligence that i1s produced on
a target after it has already been bombed has no utida-ty.
Likewise it does air power no good to strike with head of a
piN accuracy if air intelligence cannot provide decisive head
of a pin targets. History verifiea these agﬁartimné, The
requirement for air intelligence timeliness is proven by the
example of lereali alrcratht showing up to bmmb*nunwﬁ;iﬁtant
Eygtian truck convoys. The air intelligence a;curady

requirement. is verified by the Aray Air Force WWI1 experence

of squandering valuable precision. air POWEr regources againsat

target sets that were not vulnerable.to precision attack,

such as aircraft plants. Positive historical euperiencos

also verify the need for air intéktigence—tm match the
timeliness and accuracy of air power. Task Force Afﬂha 1
Southeast Asia proved capable of providing a near--real Lime
all source fused intelligence product directly o ﬁﬁ}ik&
planners. This made it possible for target in%mrmat?un tu he
passed to strike crews, wWhile they were 1n the air,.imw Ls

in the highly time sensitive air tntérdicttmn—cammeén in

Steel Tiger. The speed of the available air intel lLigence

arteeded theability of ﬂir‘QQW@F'%D-DNt~thb§Amn,tAEQML with

significant payoffs in terms of air power Lmthalxky.ﬁ In WWTI
the abiliky of Geperal McDonald?s air intelligence

organization to provide accurate intelligence on Che Garman
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ol ocenter of yravity matched the inherent accuracy of aar

power in that wrea.

AIR INTELLIGENCE ARCHITECTURAL PRINCIPLES

1. THE ROLE OF THE SENIOR INTELLIGENCE OFFICER.
Junt as it ts an Alr Force principle of war that the
uperational commander must have unity of command of all of
hoe assets, including his enabling assets, it must become a
principle that the Benior Intelligence OFficer commands his
enabling asusets. This recognirzes the indivisability of the
ntelligence process and 2t's increasingly~mperatianai
nature. I s generally recognized that the senior theater -
AT commun cations commander must control all air
communications mechanisms and Hreqguencies tbfmauinuzef
cemmunicat tons efficiency. Therefore it is logical thgt the
Senior Intelligence Officer control all air intelligence
mechanisms and media. Likewise just as the theater
communications commander has a staff role on the air
comiander® s staff so must the Senior Intelligence Dt#fqgr
play & vital role on the staff. In fact the Senior 7
Intelligence Officer must be an active peacetime ahd'battrme

partner in the air commander 's strategy formulation. In this
regard he maat work directly for the Air Component Commander
oo theator . General MecDonald, the Senior Intel figence

Ofticer for beneral Carl Spaate in the WWIL proved the

adilaty of this arrangement. 0Ns a result of their cloge
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ransul tation and high level of asutuwal trust the German oil
center of gravity was successfully attacked. Thé Iuﬂsuﬁ was
relearned in Korea when intelligence was moved out from undor
the control of operations and put under Lhe direct control of
the commander shortly after the war began.

2. AIR INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONAL TEAMB. rhie Henior
Intelligence Oficer is responsible for high level staff
strategy formulation. Therefore he must have subordinate
oparational toams that provide him with intelligence {or
strategy #ormulatind,ét this level. ﬁut because of the répid
pace of air warfare these teams must also interact with
operational strike planners near the eyecute level of
operations. 1n support of specific Aing Force mission areas:
For example-the Senior Intelligence Officer®s nffénﬁxve
counterair or air interdiction team may work directly with
strike planners responsible for those missions. They could
provide near-real—time data to the operational tasking
authorities for diverts or strike modification wichih the
context of the averall center of grévity strategyimf the air
compunent commander. In other words the air intelligence
team is working the near term war and in the process i«
building & data base for long range strategy. The teams may
be fuwther'&%vrded along geographic lines—in-a lLarge or. -
highly comples theater such as MATR.  PBuby 1n rmumgq}twmu’uf
the wnity of command principle, they musl be (:a;mhrglrt;;‘: wul

responsible for all of the fun tional slheps Neeessory L
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procduce an entare product on a specific mission area.

Racall tarl Baysen®s description in Chapter EI of the
dysfunctional fuanctionalist approach of WWITI air
intelligence. He orescribed a fix in what he called the

"{eam concept” calling for intelligence teams to be

watabl)icshed, consisting of all the necessary skills to

achieve the total air intelligence mission. General McDonald
al=0 recognired the funtionalist problem and attempted to
cregate a Euwopean Mr Intelligence Command. Both men
recognized the need to make air intelligence a highly
operational process focused on both near term and long range
migeion support rather than the simple creation ot
tntel ldgence 4or intelligence sake. .

Z.  VERTICAL NATURE OF AIR INTELLIGENCE. Air
intel Vigence keams, if they are to find the center of gravity
within a specific mission area, must be organized in a
vertical hierarchy Father than as a series of independent
horscontal e ganizations., This vertical organszatson mast
tovbatn ol U of the touls necessary to create o focused atr
intelligencn product. [8 must be organized in a hrerarchical
{ashron with the lower order <bkills, such as phaolo
interpretatton, serving the requirements ot the higher level

shills guch as oporational analysis who in turn wouwld serve

T wosl doemanding okill; Lo yeting analysis and development -

(which musi. he accomplighed i congunction with operational

coynmancders) . N osentioned above all such or intellicgence
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teams in a theater must be subordinated to the ALF_meuﬂﬂﬂnﬁ
commander®s Senior Intelligence Officer o insure thye
vertical continuum provides an all souwrce product.

Todays horizontal structure whereby collector;
analyst and targeteer are at the same organizational level
perpetuates the "source focused” approach that Lieutenant
Colonel Blackbird and Lieutenant Colonel Enney mentioned in
Vietnam and Earl Kaysen talked about in WWII. AirA@ir
inteltigénce personnel must be mission focused by‘éhé very
rnature of their organization.

The horizZontal approach also diffuses responsibility
for providing focused intelligence. No one in air
intelligence can be held responsiblecfor specifically not
providine information to the air interdiction campaign, for
example, since no one is uniquely responsible for fp&t
campaign or more importantly commands all of the tnole
necessary to accomplish the mission. Histbr&cally*éha
collector is rewqrded for "interpreting X miles of flm" or -
"analyzing X number of signals! rather than prnvidtgg a
product that has direct operational relevance. Untiil .
institutional rewards that spring from an bperatlanally
focused organizational team are created this “intmk%;gence
" for intelligencé” sake mentality will persist, -

4. AIR INTELLIGENCE DRGANI]ATIUNQ ARE KNQN@?DGE
‘BABED. 7Air intelligence is diflerent than any nthﬂ%;A1r

Force ofFganization. It is similar in some respects to A
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radar organization since it is responsible for Processing
highly absiract real-time data and charscterizing the nature
nd relevance of that data. But in realdity it must process
much more datn, containing a higher degree of ambiguity and
trom a wider variety of sources than a radar site. 1In this
ruspect it 1s similar to an Air Force research organization
i that it does deal intellectually with vast amounts of data
from & wide variely of souwrces. But it i also much
divfterent than a research organizaticn in that it has to
raprdly proceess the data and focus it against specific
raguirements.  Alr intelligence can best be characterized as
what Feter Drucker calls a “knmwléd§e7éfganrzation."(11450)

As Drucker explains, knowlﬁd@élﬁﬁgahi2§tiqns<cqntaiq
inherent paradoxes. This is because they contain two axes:
"a functional one managing the man and -his knowledge; another
one thi team, managing work and task. $Seen one way, this
undermines Lhe functional principle and destrdys it. Seen
anpther way, it saves the functianal pfintiple and makes it
fully eftertive." (1:570) It requires, agfbéucker, points
uut, stronyg protessional leadership.

In the world of air intelligence this means a leader

capable of dealing with a variety of techmical functional
skills, maxzimizing the potential of each within the contexﬁ

of a holistic team approach. This leader must neot only

wnderatand the various functional outputs -but must lead a

tnam Lhat can create a new holistic product out of the many
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disciplines and media that he leads. Finally he nust inslres

his antire Leam is cognizant of the overridding need to aim
this product at a specific operational obiective -
definition of an attackable center of dgravity., 0Once he finds
this center of gravity he must sel) rt,tp hia upgﬂéttmnal
counterpart. Complicating this process is the near;rnh]vtrma
nature of the task. air intelligence is ditferent qﬁd it’s
leaders must Le di#ferentgrcapable of walking in several
wor-lds at once, attacking both operational and intéliectual
tasks, and doing it all at a break-neck pace. Unry§§ few air

intelligence leaders have even recognized this inhﬁgéﬂt

paradox -—-— men suth as NchhaId,'Triantafallu, tnney, Meroots

-- much less caused substantive architectural chanqéi to

accomodate the paradox.
PERBONNEL. AND- TRAINING PRINCIPLES

1. HIERARCHY OF SBKILLB. lLeaders must be;g¢Qnmed
within the context of a skill ladder that goes fﬁgﬁwﬁimpla tu
complex. The rough equivalent of the operational grawth
pattern of pilot; flight lead, various command andeﬁn{{
positions at wing and highér'headquartéFé eventuai}yxleanan

to: wing command. and general officer for the very,beaﬁ of the-

d[jé:f';aifbl’r’rﬁ. ST T T - S

A similar air intelligence officer progresaion Ladder

mkghi start with supervision of a collection 1nheﬁpnptatlmn

team subunit within a particular mission area. TofF edamplo
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tratére analysty on the offensive counterair team. f the.

styper vigion of atrmen and NCO photo interpreters or STGINT

Aty antelligence leader is surcessful at‘thbs_task next
he/ahe could move on to supervision of a méhe Highly gwiiied
arrmen/NCO team charged with simple fusion of all source
mtelligence data within a mission area. A third steép in the
progeession ladder would be supervision of a more highly
ballted Senior NCO/officer team performing operational
wmalywis on the tused product. 14§ the operational analysis
ving 1n support of the air interdiction mission area it wog}dA
contesl of lines of communication studies, Second echelen
arder of battle determination, etc. The fourth step would Be
targeting analysis within the contexs of a specific mtsgtdnp
ared, say on a suppression of enemy air defenses teéé,zwrﬁw'
the end goal of selecting mission area centers of gravity.
loplicit in this analysis is the requirement td~pér$@ﬁmrhmgh
order analysis of future courses of enemy actiqn—and;iﬁkety
enrmy reactions to Alr Forde awr strikes. If ahfmFﬁtner—héé
the intellec lual equipment to perform this task thenjbe%sha‘
could be upyraded further to supervision of such an;éfﬁart.
A a oupervisor of the mission area targeting eﬁfuﬁ% iﬁeY'
would be responsible for interacting with nperatibnélr

planners in cdoing strike planning and strategizing within the

confines of the mission area. Thei¥ifiﬂ ékéﬁ“iﬁ7ﬁﬁéfﬁégeéés
vuwld be broad campaign targeting analysis of all nfjﬁhe

mssLon areas Lo select specific campaign centers of gravity,
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The very best officers would move oh to supearvision of this
effort and interaction with air component commanders on broad
campirgn strategy. This would likely be a general ofticer
position.

An air intelligence officer’s trip up the
hierarchical ladder could be punctuated by intelligence stabf
or career broadening tours.  An adéantage of the hierarchical
concept is a set,pf measurable upgrade standards for moving
from one runy of ‘the ladder to the next. The upgrdde Process
used in Aitr Force operations could sérve as a model. This

upgrade épprwachrtﬁ in concert with the increasingly

operational nature of the air intelligence Procest.

2.  THE NEED FOR FUBION EDUCHTION. Ui okfsear s hopne

to lead in this operational enviornment and move up -the

hierarchical ladder they will have to master the initricacies

of the many inteliigence functional areas and Air Faree
mission areas. In affect they must become "fusionest." 1o

aid in this effort periodic training in the art of fusion or

hotistic air intelligence will prove benmﬁtéial.

In reality this wt#l probabhly prove to be mn?e
aeducation than training, since vt will likely conﬁtét of
feachfng understanding and "approach” rather than rﬁée dogma .
Tha feachan technxqup -mixght consist .of unmputer a%Hthhd
anteractive case studies of potential real world ]H(éllluﬂntﬁ
Si&uatith. Such a course might be substituted Lnr[thu

current Intel lagence Statf Officer’™s Course mentionad in
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Chapter TI1.

The cowrse goal wouled be to form ot+icers qapabje of
sering the world with a new geometry —— holistically. In
vanence ho give them McDomald®s or Triantafellu’s world view,
uptlated.  Most importantly it would provide them with the
tools to lead those that work for them to operate in the
tontext of the this world view., The ultimate goal would be
to provide them with the ability to explain, in clear terms,
the enhanced holistic products they are producing to
oper ational commanders. Thus giving air intelligence leaders
the ability to "sell" center of gravity information. Air
intelligence must do & better bdob than it has in the past of
providing a complete and: rigorously developed product. To
arcompllish this ot must develop it*s people through training
and hierarchical screening.

Z. NEED FOR CONTINUITY. Air intelligence must also
give 1t°s future'légqéks suf-ficient time to develog eir
basic technicol skills. fhe great Air Force Dperati;nal
ledaers -~ fipaatz, LeMay, Brown —— were well grounded in a
technical operational skidhd area such as strategac
bombardment.. Thrs base of technical eupertise was a
HRecessary 5pringbwarditw their maturation as leaders. They
wor e glven he time to become functional technical experts
betore they rose to Feadership of a wide variety of shilld
arcas. Lilewise air intelligence personnel must be given the

time Lo develop basic technical skills in & functional area
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prror to being moved to leadership positions. While air
intelligence tends to do this with its airmen who grow into
skilled noncommisioned officers it generally fails to oo so
with its officers. Therefore they don’t have a basic 7
foundation upon which to build.

The "fusionist" would rise out of the basic technical
shill areas; photo intelligence, human intelligéence, stgnals
intelligence, technical intelligence; through operational
intelligence positions and finally to-  fusion positions.
Not only would he be the highest order thinker in the
vertical heirarchy but he swould also serve as the top level

supervisor of the team in the area in which he H§s5 worl.ing.
- -
THE NEED FOR DOCTRINE

There are hopeful signs that the Air Force has
recognized the need for many of the doctirinal changes
suggested here. Architecturally, for example, at the
Strategic Air Command the S44th Strateqic Tntellegence Weny
is taking steps. to "verticalize" it’s organization tu meet
the new demands of the Soviet strategic mobile threat. In
the United States Air Forces in Europe the DCS for 7
Ihtélligénce recently created the 7455th Tactical
mtelligence Wing in an attempt “operationalize’ watelligences.
and Lherefore meet the requirements of deep EOEFOW-On rorces
attéck.

New arr rntelligence training procedures are aluan heeng
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it tuted which promse to dr amatically improve an officer's
preparabtyon to serve Lhe needs of air powsr. Reportedly new
LUenar 1o driven, egercise based practical training is being
devised. Three programs known as SENTINEL -ASFEN, SENTINEL
DRTGHT and SENTINEL CONCHDO are being devised to upgrade the
mmtire traainuing process.

These architectural and training steps are indeed
promesing bhuis they are unlikely to substantially change USAKR
Alr Intelligence unless théy are underwritten with a
hrstorrcally validated air intelligence doctrine. The very
process of arraiving at a new doctrine can have a salutory
effect on the air intelldigence community. It can cause long

standing problems to be addressed and resolved and a

congsensus o be developed., The effofrt will require

entr aor dinar y Leadership skills, particularly on the part of

leaders in the functional organizations which will be most
profoundly ei-fected by a coherent, historically valid
dortrene.  Diitdang a consensus for such a maior change will

a1l on the shoulder s of the Air Force operational leaders

who wild be, and have been, most significantly effected by

Ay rnie] Ligence products. They, in concert with Lhe most
far sighted of air intelligence leaders - todays McDonalde

mist review Lhe hard lessons of the past and take deciolve

Twteps FOF change.  Blt Uhrs process has to begin with

docbrine.
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CHAFTER VII - CONCLUSION

Air power doctrinal theorists $rom Douhet on ha&e
wnderolood the fundamental requirement: to identify an enemy” g
tenler of gravily as the tirst step in air warfare. Yel Lhe
Amaerican Mr Force's, in every war they have fought, have
Fad led to suweeessfully take this vital first step. As a
consedquenc e they have repeatedly squandered valuable air
power resources. Tt is very likely that in the next air war
the Unoted States Air Force 4fights it will make this same
ereor agaltn., uanless it creates a viable air intelligence
appar atug to perforn the cracial task -of tracingvthE—enémy“é
center of gravity to a decisive point.

Me tirst stop the Mr Force must take towards this
eobget lyve 1o creation of a doctrine which relates air
mbelligence Fo air power. Unce this is accomplisﬁéd Ehed‘a
sitahte organivational archibecture and coherent personned
Aned braaning policies can be established.

Fhes paper bhas chronicled the history of aﬁr
kel bigente from 576 birth in World War I, through it
high water wmark during bthe oil campaign agarnsht Germany tno
Wor 1d War 11, Lo the darlk davs of Eorea dnd—Vietnaﬁ.z The

ez wald Jeugons have been repeated in each comdlict - a

f onmenbon ar chatecture, bandand organs cational fiveas, ool le

coanlor per connel oo owth, and an unprepared training
appar abns. Shong lesders 1ube Genaral Mchonald in Wordd War
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IT and General Triantafellu in Vietnam had to make do with
what they had. VYoung officers like Carl Kaysen, Jim Einey

and David Blackbird each saw the perils of a source focused

mtelligence architecture -and provided insights on how to i *
the problem. Its up to todays generation of operational and )
L2
intelligence leaders to learn from the hard lessons of their
predecessors and fix the long standing air intelligence
problems before the next air war starts.
o
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